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Preface

The purpose of this study was to determine if a management

information system could be developed to support the performance

assessment process. The immediate need for such a system is to fully

implement the Air Force System Command initiatives for improved use of

past performance information to support source selections. The method

chosen for system development included steps for problem definition,

requirements analysis, and development design.

Although development of a complete operational system was out of the

scope of this research effort, the baseline requirements ind conceptual

design have been established. The baseline and conceptual design ,ill

provide a firm foundation for further development and implementation of

the system.

The core of this study was the requirements analysis. Interviews

were conducted with twenty-nine military and civilian personnel vho had

experienced a performance risk assessment first hand and eight

individuals w.ho are currently responsible for administration of the

Contract Performance Assessment Reporting System. I am deeply indebted

to these people for their time anid patience. Special thanks must go to

Maj Larry Allen, Capt Dan Behne, Lt Kathleen Coombs, Ms Cynthia Keefe,

Ms Pat Olson, Lt Col Gary Poleskey, and Mr David Smith for putting in

thtt extra effort and providing encouragement when it. was really needed.

I would also like to thank Ms Susan Wright who pointed me in the

right direction when this research effort was just. beginning. Ms Wright

opened the doors necessary to get this project under way.
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I would like to extend my appreciation t.o Ms Shirley Sav.yer ror her

assistance in developing an automated report form for performance

assessments. For this and her continuitg support. during times of' crisis

I am truly indebted.

My deepest respect and appreciation are offered to Dr. Charles Fenno

oho was true partner in this research. His quiet style of motivation and

encouragement. enabled me to take this project further than I ever thought

possible. Dr Fenno's persistence on quality as always present . Because

of his persistence, I can honestly say that I feel g'ood about the

contents ot this book and how it will represent mIf- to its readers.

Finally, I wish to thank my wife Terry and sons Paul and Andrew.

Their love and patience kept me going. Without their support this

project would never lave been completed.

Paul W. Thurston Jr.
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Abstract

Air Force Systems Command has recently put forth two major

initiatives for improving the performance evaluaiion process to support

source selection decisions: the Contractor Performance Assessent

Reporting System (CPARS), a system for recording and distributing

(ont rae or pertform uice informat ion; and the Perforalce RIisk Assessment

Group (PRAG) , a panel of seasoned acquisition experts chosen for each

source selection to provide a performance risk assessment for each

propos ing coot ract or.

(TARS exists as identical sets of contract assessment rep,)rts

iocated at each of the product divisions. The files are updated as new

reports are mailed by the originating agency to each of the other product

divisions. Dat.a requests to support the PRAG are responded to with

copies of the existing assessment reports. There is no automated

capability to extract, reduce, or transform the CPARS data into

information which can be readily used by the PRAG.

The purp(,se of this sLudy was to determine if" a management

iriformat ion system based on the PAIS could b- developed to support the

performanice assessment process.

\ ai loired approach to the traditional method for software systems

d(-c,,pm-wnt was chosen to desi 'Ii an aut omated syst em to support

prforma.rice risk assessment. This approach included steps for problem

definition, requirements analysis, and development design.

xi



Requirements of the system were determined through structured

interviews with PRAG members and (PARS focal points. CPAR.S focal points

are individuals in each product division .ho are responsible for the

administration of the CPARS data base.

Implementation of the requirements analysis step resulted in a

complete description of the procedures used and the information required

to support the performance risk assessment process. The role of the

(IP.\lS as a primary source of inf'ormat ion to support this process as

described and assessed. The administrative procedures used to collect,

process, distribute, and protect contractor performance assessment

reports were determined.

The information collected from PRAG members, CPARS focal points, and

applicable regulations was synthesized into a concise statement of the

required capabilities for the automated informat ion system to sopport

performance assessment.

The research process followed the tailored methodology through the

development of a conceptual model for the system. The conceptual model

developed describes the applications necessary to support the required

functions. The conceptual model demonstrates how the applications of the

information system can assist the user in the various steps of the

assessment process.

Suffiejent time allowed for the development of an initial capability

whic h demonst rates selected appIi cat ions described in the conceptual

model. The software operates on an I1f XT compatible computer system

using Enable (Version 2.15). A copy of the software can be obtained from

the Director of Research, AFIT/LSC Wright-Patterson AFB OH 45433-06583.
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DEFINITION OF A MANAGEMENT INFA)R4ATION SYSTEM

TO SUPPORT PERFORMANCE RISK ASSESSMfEN'T

I. Introduction

Background

The primary objective of the source selection process is to choose

the offeror who can best be ,xpected to meet the government's

requirements at the lowest possible cost (20:3). An important

consideration in this process is the determination of contractor

effectiveness through analysis of prior performance.

Over the past 25 years, contractor past performance has been

evaluated in source selections as either a specific criterion, an

assessment criterion, or a general consideration. Significant

deficiencies have teen found with each of these approaches (39; 3)

Several attempts at data base systems for tracking contractor

performance have also proven unsuccessful (31; 35; 3).

Effective use of contractor performance information was emphasized

in a 1986 report to President Reagan, as one of the critical elements in

the source selection process. Part V of A Formula For Action, A Report

to the President on Defense Acquisition by the President's Blue Ribbon

Commission on Defense Management, April 1986, calls for "increased use of

cormnercial-style competition, emphasizing quality and established

performance as well as price" (46:62). This report, better known as the
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"Packard Commission" report, states that government procurement should

mimic those practices which have been highly successful in industry.

Typically, an industrial company will keep lists of qualified
suppliers that have maintained historically high standards of
product quality and reliability. As long as these standards are
maintained, industrial buyers do not require exhaustive inspection,
and thereby save expense on both sides. Suppliers are highly
motivated to get and stay on lists of qualified suppliers by
consistently exceeding quality control standards. (46:62-63)

In May 1988, General Bernard P. Randolph, Commander of Air Force

Systems Command, issued his support of the Packard Commission findings

aid described hou the Air Force acquisition community would implement

them.

Until now, the military didn't rely too heavily on past
performance evaluations; but, the "hit and run" approach doesn't
make sense. Past Performance will be a key factor in our source
selections from now on. This initiative implements a Packard
Commission finding, uses a well-founded commercial practice that
prime contractors employ in their vendor rating systems, and
recognizes good performers. The idea is to take a systematic look
at contractors' past performance as a risk consideration. Just as
we assign technical risk to a contractor's proposal in source
selection, we'll now assign performance risk based on a company's
track record on past contracts. (48:2)

Air Force Systems Command has recently put forth two major

initiatives for improving the performanco evaluation process: the

Contractor Performance Assessment Reporting System (CPARS), a

centralized, manual system for recording and distributing contractor past

and present performance information; and the Performance Risk Assessment

Group (PRAG), a panel of seasoned acquisition experts chosen for each

source selection to provide a performance risk assessment for each

proposing contractor.

Air Force Systems Command's Contractor Performance Assessment

Reporting System (CPARS) is the most recent initiative for tracking
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contractor past and present performance. Annually each program manager

is required to prepare an assessment of the contractor's performance

based on ten criteria (product/system performance, software development,

engineering design/support, schedule, cost performance, product

assurance, test and evaluation, management responsiveness, integrated

logistics support, and subcontract management). These criteria represent

a determination of performance made by the government program manager

based on a four-level scale ranging from unsatisfactory to exceptional.

Each assessment must be supported by objective evidence -which is supplied

in the program manager's narrative (1:1,6). A copy of Air Force Systems

Command Form 125, "Contractor Performance Assessment Report" is presented

in Appendix A.

Each evaluation must go through a rigorous process to ensure

objectivity and fairness. The program manager initiates the process by

probing the functional experts for objective evidence to assess the

contractor's performance. After performing the initial assessment, the

"preliminary assessment report" is sent by the program manager to the

contractor for review. The contractor's response is optional. If

provided, the reply should focus on the objective portion of the program

managers' comments. The contractor's response should be limited to the

space provided on the assessment report plus one additional page. The

response must be returned to the program manager within 30 days after

transmittal (1:2).

After reviewing the contractor comments, the program manager has the

opportunity to revise the initial assessment. This must be accomplished

on a new form .hich will be attached to the preliminary report. The

1-3



program manager signs the assessment report and submits it for review.

The reviewing official, at least one level higher than the program

manager, examines the assessment to make sure that it is consistent with

other evaluations for that contract, and that all ratings are

substantiated with objective comments (1:1). Copies of the assessment

report are sent by the product division CPARS focal point to each of the

other product divisions for input into the command wide data base. The

original is kept by the local CPARS focal point for the originating

product division (1:2).

The initial version of CPARS has been limited to concept definition,

full-scale development, and full-rate production contracts costing five

million dollars or more. The system collects assessments on projects

currently under contract with any of the five Ai.- rurce Systems Cormand

product divisions (Aeronautical Systems Division, Ballistic Systems

Division, Electronic Systems Division, Munitions Systems Division, and

Space Systems Division) (1:1). CPARS, in its current state, exists as

identical sets of contract assessment reports located at each of the five

product divisions. The files are updated as new reports are mailed by

the originating agency to each of the other product divisions. Data

requests to support source selections are rehponded to with copies of the

existing contract assessment reports. There is no automated capability

to extract, reduce, or transform the CPARS clata into information dihich

can be readily used i, the PRAG.

According Lo Air Force Systems Command Regulation 800-54,

Acqui'ition Management, Contractor Performance Assessment:

The sole purpose of the CPARS is to provide program management

input for a command-wide performance data base used in Air Force
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Systems Cormand source selections. Performance assessments will be
used as an aid in awarding contracts to contractors that
consistently produce quality products that conform to requirements
within contract schedule and cost. (1:1)

The Performance Risk Assessment Group (PRAG) uses information

derived from the CPARS data base tu provide a performance evaluation arid

risk assessment. Risk assessment is a confidence measure associated with

the contractor's ability to perform the proposed effort (2:1). The

performance evaluation and risk assessment will consider the frequency

and severity of problems, types of corrective actions taken by the

contractor, and trends of past and present performance. It is not the

intent of the performance risk assessment to be a "simple arithmetic

function" of a proposing contractor's performance, but rather a

collection of the most relevant information with regard to that contract

(4:10).

The PRAG relies on several different sources for information,

including CPARS, to make its risk assessment. Each source of information

can be categorized by one of three types of data provided: contract-

specific, contractor-plant, or contractor self assessment, as depicted in

Fig-ire 1-1.

Contract-specific data provides information about a single program.

The primary method of collecting this data in the past has been through

questionnaires or intecviews with prugram managers within Air Force

Systems Cormand, the Air Force, or other services. Recently the standard

source t'or information on contract performance has become the CPARS.

However, the lack of historical data stored in the CPARS has limited the

use of the (PARS in the PRAG process. The CPARS data base contains

performance assessments for contracts vhich were ongoing in 1988 or

1-5
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Figure 1-1. Information Sources For PRAG

later. No attempt was made to update the data base for prior years.

This has forced the PRAG, in the short run, to continue its reliance on

questionnaires with program managers (I's) for contract-specific data.

It is anticipated that, as the CPARS matures, it will be the primary

source for programmatic information to support source selections.

Cortract-plant data is provided by the contract administration

offices. These include Defense Contract Administration Services (DCAS),

Air Force Plant Representative Offices (AFPRO), and Air Force Contract

Management Division (AFCMD). The contract administration offices provide
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global assessments of the contractor's internal operations and management

functions (3:Sec 11,6). Reports are standard within organizations, but

are not standard across the contract administration offices.

Contractor self assessment is the information provided by the

contractor in response to the Request For Proposal. This information is

proposal specific and provides the offerors the opportunity to express

their relevant experience to the type of work involved in the program.

General Issue

CP.IS, in its current state, exists as five identical sets of

contract assessment reports located at each of the product divisions.

The files are updated as new reports are mailed by the originating agency

to each of the other product divisions. Data requests to support the

PRAG are responded to with copies of the existing contract assessment

reports. There is no automated capability to extract, reduce, or

transform the CPARS data into information which can be readily used by

the PRAG.

Specific Problem

The research reported in this document had four objectives:

1. Define the information required and procedures used by the

Performance Risk Assessment Group (PRAG) to institute the current policy

for providing a risk assessment to support the source selection decision

process;

2. Determine the extent to which information derived from a fully

operational Contractor Performance Assessment Reporting System (CPARS)

eould support the performance risk assessment process;
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3. Determine the administrative procedures used to collect,

process, distribute, and protect contractor performance information under

the CPARS;

4. Establish the requirements baseline and conceptual design for an

automated information system, based on the CPARS, to collect, process,

protect, and disseminate contractor performance assessments.

Investigative Questions

To meet these objectives, it was necessary to answer the following

research questions.

1. What procedures are currently used and ulitL types of information

are required by all PRAGs to prepare performance risk assessments on

proposing contractors'?

2. What portion of the required information can be derived from the

data resident in CPARS, and how can the data resident in CPARS be

processed to provide this information?

3. What are the administrative procedures for collecting,

processing, and distributing contractor performance information and how

do these processes affect the architecture for an automated system?

4. What system capabil;ties are dictated hy the information

requirements of PRAGs and the implementation procedures of the CPARS?

5. How do the established requirements affect the architecture for

the automated information system'?
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II. Literature Review

Secondary source material reported in this chapter describes the

current implementation of the source selection process, establishes a

historical perspective on the use of past performance information in

source selections, and develops an approach to information system design.

The first topic presented in this chapter is an overview of the source

select i,)tn process as current ly pract iced in Ai r Force Systems Comnuand.

Source Se I e t i ()n

Definit ion and Iupose. The strict ly control led process of

evaluation and riegrt iat ion for compet it ive award is cal led source

select ion.

The primary objective of the source selection process is to
choose the source whose proposal has the highest degree of
credibility and whose performance can be expected to best meet the
government's requirements at an affordable cost. (20):3)

The two basic methods used to award government coot racts in ,-ther

than emergency circumstances are by sealed bids anid by negotiation. The

differences between these methods are highlighted in Table 2-1 (4:11-5).

Sealed bidding is the preferred choice when all of the following

criteria can he met: time permits solicitation; award is based on lowest

price; purchase is for standard items or services; and there is not a

sole source situat ion (4:11-4). If any one of the ltst three conditions

does fnot exist , tiien the cont ract mus t be awarded by met hod of

nego t i at. i on.

The negotiation method is used when required items or services are

not as determinate as those in sealed bidding, or when contracts are to
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"ral e 2- 1

Sealed Bidding Verses Negotiation Method

Sealed Bids Negotiation

- Solicitation - Solicitation

- Advertisement - Advertisement

- Receive Bids - Receive Proposals

- Examine - Evaluate

- Neg'o t iate

- t.ard to lowest - .Aiard to ofrteror most
responsible bidder advantageous to the

go vf75fll t

be awarded on some just if icat ion other thut price. The basic steps in

the negotiation process remain the same t.hether performing a one-time

purchase of a low cost item or of high cost. items and services over a

period of many years.

[Every type of cont ract let by nego t iat ion involves the select ion of

a source for award. However, the term "source selection" is normally

reserved fo r" the more formal process '.-hich involves the establishment of

a strtuc ture for the sole purpose of awardi ng a con tract to one or more

bidders for a specific service. In this paper, source selection will

rof'er to the st ructured process in .hich compet ing proposals are accepted

and evaluated by a structire specifically established t) choose one or

mkre ,)ffcro )rs f ,r a sirngle purpose. As stated earlier, the primary

f)bject ive of' the source select i,)n process is to choose the offeror who

provides the most credible proposal and can best be expected to meet the

government 's requirements at an acceptable cost
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Policy. Part 15 of the Federal Acquisition Rguations "Contracting

by Negotiation," provides the criteria for establishing source select ijn

procedures. The Federal Acquisition Regulations leave much discretion to

the acquiring agency to determine appropriate evaluation factors and

their relative importance.

The Federal Acquisition Regulations explicitly state that both cost

and quality factors must be evaluated in every source selection. For

COst, evalu ation factors center around cost real ism and completeness.

Quality evaluation factors "may be expressed in terms of technical

excellence, management capability, personnel qualification, prior

experience, past performance, and schedule compliance" (54:16,925-6).

More detailed guidance is provided by Department of Defense direct ies

and service specific regulations.

Air Force Implementation. Air Force Regulation 70-15, Formal Source

Selection For Major Acuisitions and Air Force Regulation 70-30

Streamlined Source Selection Procedures are the primary guidance fr

conducting source selections within the Air Force. Air Force Rgulat ion

70-15 states that contract award is based on an integrated assessment at"

proposal contents and general considerations. Proposal contents are

evaluated with respect to cost, spec ific criteria, and assessment

criteria (20:14). Specific criteria relate to the characteristics of the

program. They can include technical, management, logist ics, test ing and

security. Assessment criteria relate to the offerur's understanding of

the program and inherent abilities. Assessment criteria can include

reasonableness of approach, understanding of requirement, and compliance

.ith requirements. The subjective assessment criteria are applied in
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matrix fashion to the more objective specific criteria (20:14). General

considerations include factors external to the proposal, such as pre-

award surveys and past performance. The current versiop of Air Force

Reg'ulation 70-15 states that past performance can be evaluated as either

an assessment criterion for proposal evaluation, as a general

consideration, or both (20:14). Recent initiatives, especially in the

past performance area (CPARS and PRAGs), have changed the marner in which

information is addressed for the decision process.

The current implementation is depicted in Figure 2-1 below. Source

selection is based on the integrated assessment of performance risk,

proposal rating, proposal risk, and other general considerations as

applicable. Specific criteria are organized according to areas, items,

and factors. The offeror's proposal is evaluated based on specific and

assessment criteria. A proposal rating and risk are assigned for each

item and area. Past performance is included in the integrated assessment

as a performance risk. Performance risk May or Ta not be assessed

according to the same areas, items, and factors as the proposal rating

and proposal risk. The assessment criteria are applied to each specific

cr it erion.

The Source Selection Process: Planning and Solicitation. Source

selection is an integral part of the acquisition process. Selection

activit ies must be considered up-front in both the procurement planing

and the requirements documenta -n phases of the process to ensure that

proper selection can, in fact, be made when the time comes. The

acquisition process can be broken down into seven different phases as

shown in the Figure 2-2. As part of that process, source selection
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Source Selection
Decision

Integrated Assessment

Other
Considerations----------------->:

Performance Risk Proposal Rating Proposal Risk

I I I
I .____ .. . .__.__.__.__.__.

I I I I

Area I Area 2 Area 3:--------

A
s C

:s r
L ,e i

! __ __1_ _

s t

Item 1.1 Item 1.2 Item 1.3 < e------------------ s
ml r

e i
_ _n a

t ', t

I II

Factor 1.1.1 Factor 1.1.2 Factor 1.1.3 <------------

Fig ure 2-1. Basis for Source Selection Decision
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:Procurement Planning

:,Acquisit ion Source
Plan -> Selection

'Requirements Plan
:Determination :_Solicitation
I I 'Acqui -

Direction - siti -, Draft RFP
& FUnding Strategy :Requirements

:,_ _,Specification RFP

-> SPECs ',

->CRL

Source
WBS ->sow Evaluation

&
Selection

RPP - Request For Proposal
SPECs - Specifications
CURL - Contract Data Requirements List Award
WBS - Work Breakdown Structure &

SOW - Statement Of Work Administration

Figure 2-2. The Acquisition Process

encompasses the procurement planning, sulicititiot., and source

evaluation/selection phases of the process and is highly dependent on the

acquisition strategy and clear/complete requirements documentation.

Procurement Planning. The key people in the procurement

plazning process are the program manager and the procurement contract ing

officer. Planning for source selection begins up front with the

development of the Acquisition Strategy Document. The acquisition

strategy document is the program manager's guide to provide the required
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capability to the user. This document is program oriented and may

encompass many different. contracts. According to Air Force Regulation

70-15, the first two steps of the source selection process are

development of the Acquisition Plan and the conducting of an Acquisition

Strategy Panel (20:18). Contracting strategy, competition, decision for

source selection, recommendation of delegation for Source Selection

Authority and type of selection procedures must all be documented in the

Acquisition Plan. For the contract ing officer and program manager,

source selection must be a consideration from the very beginning of

procurement planning.

Another major task for the program manager is to develop the Source

Selection Plan. The Source Selection Plan is the key to ensuring a

successful selection process. It documents every activity from

preparation of the Request For Proposal to contract award. According to

Air Force Regulation 70-15, the Source Selection Plan must contain the

following sections (20:7-8):

1. Introduction: This is a description of the system or subsystem

which is being acquired, and how it satisfies the approved requirement.

The introduction should be tied closely to the Acquisition Plan.

2. Source Selection Organization: The organization structure

chosen for the source selection should be described. This can take on

the characteristics of one of two basic types depending on whether formal

or streamlined procedures are used. The two organizational structures

are shown in the figure below. Names of key members, if known, should be

identified with their position title or functional area. This section

should include other government organizations which will participate in
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Source Selection Source Selection
Authority Authority

---- Performance Risk --- Performance Risk
Assessment Group Assessment Group

Source Selection
Advisory Council

Source Selection
Evaluation Team

Source Selection
Evaluation Board

I I I I I

II I III

Cost Management Technical Other Contract Technical

Panel Panel Panel Panels Team Team
I I I I

I ___________

Advisors Advisors

Formal Source Selection Streamlined Source Selection

Figure 2-3. Source Selection Organization

the process, and an estimate of the total number of personnel involved,

including advisors.

3.. Screening Criteria: This section must include a description of

the method for soliciting sources and ensuring competition. Criteria

must be set up to make sure that the prospective contractors/contracting

teams havo adequate security clearances; and sufficient management,

financial, technical, and manufacturing capabilities necessary to perform

the task at hand.

4. Evaluation Procedures: This section describes the process or

methodology by which the proposals will be evaluated. Much emphasis is
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placed on the procedures used to evaluate cost and provide the best

estimate of the total cost to the government.

5. Evaluation Criteria: This is a description of the types of

information which the contractor will be evaluated by. It includes

specific criteria broken down to areas, items, factors, and subfactors,

as applicable; and a description of assessment and general criteria. The

criteria will correspond to the evaluation factors listed in the

Acquisition Plan. This section should also state the relative importance

of each criterion to the overall evaluation.

6. Acquisition Strategy: This is a summary of the strategy

associated with the specific phase and contracting effort under

considt-:ation, rather than the program view ,.hich the section name might

imply. It should identify contract type, incentives, major milestones,

and special contract clauses intended for use. In reality it is a

su nary of the information included in the Acquisition Plan.

7. Schedule of Events: A list of significant source selection

activities and the time each is to be completed. A chronological list of

30 different activities is included in Attachment 1 of Air Force

Regulation 70-15.

The Source Selection Authority must approve the Source Selection

Plan before the solicitation phase can begin.

Solicitation. The solicitation phase begins with advertisement

in the Commerce Business Daiy by the contracting officer, and involves

three major tasks: development and release of a DRAFT Request For

Proposal, Approval of final Request For Proposal by the Solicitation

Review Panel, and development of the evaluation standards.
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The Request For Proposal is the government document used to solicit

response from industry to satisfy a particular requirement. It describes

the what, where, when, and how of the government's need. It is critical

that this document be an accurate representation of the government's

needs, because many of its elements will be drivers for the life of the

contract. Often, a draft copy of the Request For Proposal will be sent

to industry for initial conments. The additional effort of sending out a

draft copy can pay off large dividends. Industry comments may point out

inconsistencies, potential cost drivers, and unclear areas which could

cause misunderstanding. Prior to release, the final Request For Proposal

must be approved by the Solicitation Review Panel. The purpose of this

review is to make sure that the Request For Proposal is a solid

foundation for a workable contract.

Two sections of the Request For Proposal which are very important to

the actual evaluation are Section L - "Instructions For Proposal

Preparation" and Section M - "Evaluation Factors for Award." These two

sections describe to industry the type of information the government is

looking for (Section M) and the format it wants it in (Section L).

Section M provides the actual evaluation, criteria which will be used, and

the relative importance of each. The offeror must address each

evaluation criteria in order to provide a responsive proposal. The only

way prospective contractors can be differentiated from each other is

through the evaluation criteria.

The evaluation standards developed by the program manager are the

actual gauge against which the contractor's proposals will be measured.

They are measures of minimum acceptable levels of conformity to the
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specified requirements. The standards can be both qualitative and

quantitative (4:VlI-6). The evaluation standards must correspond to the

evaluation criteria listed in Section M of the Request For Proposal.

The evaluation standards are not released to any potential offeror

nor any one else who is not directly involved in the source selection

(20:9). Prior to receipt of proposals, the standards must be approved by

the Source Selection Advisory Council or Source Selection Evaluation

Team. Even though it is possible not to start working on the standards

until after the Request For Proposal is released, this practice is not

recommended. It is important t~o know that standards can be developed to

measure the evaluation criteria supplied to the contractor in the Request

For Proposal.

Key Players. To understand Lhe evaluation process, it is important

to be able to recognize the key players in the source selection

organization and what their basic responsibilities are.

Source Selection A,:,Q, ity. The Source Selection Authority is

the decision authority for the selection of the contracting source. "The

Source Selection Authority is responsible for the proper and efficient

conduct. of the entire source selection process encompassing proposal

solicitation, evaluation, selection and contract award" (20:5). This

person approves the Source Selection Plan, appoints the chairperson and

members of he Source Selection Advisory Council, authorizes release

of material, and provides necessary guidance to the Source Selection

Advisory Council and Source Selection Evaluation Board (20:5).

Source Selection Advisory Council. The Source Selection

Advisory Council reviews and approves the evaluation standards,
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determines appropriate weighting of evaluation factors, and designates

the chairperson and members of the Source Selection Evaluation Board.

The Council is responsible to review and evaluate the analysis performed

by the Evaluation Board, compare competing offeror's proposals, prepare

the Source Selection Advisory Council Analysis Report and provide

guidance as needed to the Source Selection Authority (20:5).

Source Selection Evaluation Board. The Source Selection

Evaluation Board conducts a detailed review of the proposals and

evaluates the offeror's submission based on the evaluation criteria and

measured by the evaluation standards. It must submit evaluation reports

to the Source Selection Advisory Council for its analysis and be prepared

to provide guidance when necessary. The Source Selection Evaluation

Board will also establish a Contract Definitization Team (20:6).

Source Selection Evaluation Team. In a streamlined source

selection, the functions performed by the Source Selection Advisory

Council and Evaluation Board are combined and performed by the Source

Selection Evaluation Team. The Source Selection Evaluation Team has also

been referred to as a Source Selection Evaluation Group or a Proposal

Evaluation and Analysis Group (4:V-12). The Source Selection Evaluation

Team is divided into two teams, one responsible for the technical

evaluation and one responsible for the contractual and cost evaluation

(4:V-12).

Performance Risk Assessment Group (PRAG). The PRAG consists of

a panel of seasoned acquisition experts chosen for each source selection

to provide a performance risk assessment for the proposing contractors.
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Performance risk is assessed at the item and/or area level and is briefed

by the PRAG C~baii'n to the Source Selection Authority.

Program anager/Program Office. The program office is

responsible to develop the Acquisition Strategy, assist in preparation of

the Acquisition Plan, and develop the Source Selection Plan. The program

office needs to develop the evaluation criteria (or factors) and the

evaluation standards. The program office is also responsible for all the

administrative details of the source selection anid protection of the

sensitive data.

Contracting Officer. The contracting officer is responsible

for authoring and maintaining the Acquisition Plan, issuing the

solicitation, determining which contractors are within the competitive

range, negotiating definitive contracts with all offerors in the

competitive range, and conducting all correspondence between the

government and the contractor. The contracting officer is appointed the

leader of the Contract Definitization Team (20:6).

The Source Selection Process: Proposal Evaluation and Selection.

The process is described in the terms of the formal source selection

organization. The primary difference between what is described below and

the streamlined process is that the responsibilities of both the Source

Selection Evaluation Board and Advisory Council are combined and

performed by a much leaner Source Selection Evaluation Team.

Proposal Evaluation. The key players in the proposal

evaluation process are the members of the Source Selection Evaluation

Board aid their technical advisors. As stated earlier, it is the

responsibility of the Source Selection Evaluation Board to perform the
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detailed analysis of the offeror's submission. The foundation of the

evaluation process is the source selection oiteria as Hnq.ribed in

section M of the Request For Proposal. The people performing the

evaluation (Board members and advisors) are organized according to a

hierarchical structure of AREAS, ITE4S, FACIRS and when necessary, SLU-

FACRIJRS. An example of the organization structure is presented in Figure

2-4. Actual evaluation criteria will differ depending on the

requirements of program.

Position
Level Title Evaluation Criteria

I

Area Area Chief Technical Management Cost.
(T) (M) (C)

I

I

Item Item Chief Software Design Systems Engineering
(T. 1) ,(T.2)

I !

I I

Factor Evaluation Design Methodology Adherence to Schedule
Personnel (T.(.) IT.1.2)

Figure 2-4. Evaluation Structure
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Each factor (and, .hen applicable, subfactor) is measured against

the evaluation standards (which were developed by the program

manager/program office and approved by the Source Selection Advisory

Council). Factors and standards correspond to each other. For example,

standard T.1.1 will correspond to "Design Methodology" as shown in Figure

2-4. A rating of +, /, or -, indicating wniether the offeror's proposal

exceeds, meets, or does not meet minimum requirements is assigned to each

of the factors (20:12). Narrative must be provided to support each

rating, ard should include specific examples and references to government

documents and the offeror's proposal. Evaluations are grouped at the

item level and documiented on factor summary work sheets.

The Item Chiefs are responsible to review the factor evaluations and

develop an item summary and assessment. The Item Chief must determine

how well the offerors strategy, organization, or proposed design meets

the specified requirements. The Item Chief describes the offeror's

proposai, as it applies to that. item, and lists both the strong and weak

points. Each item is assigned a rating of Blue, Green, Yellow, or Red.

The ratings are described in Table 2-2. The assignment of ratings is a

subjective process based on the obct :vt'' - :Jns.

Finally, the Item Chief assigns to each item a proposal risk of Low,

Moderate, or High. Risk assessments are described in Table 2-3. The

proposal risk assessment is a determination of how likely the offeror is

to meet specified requirements given the proposal presented and the level

of government intervention necessary to make him siicceed. An excellent

or Blue proposal rating for a given item could very well have a high risk

associated with it due to the difficulty of what has been presented.
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Table 2-2 Table 2-3

Proposal Ratings (20:12) Risk Assessment (20:8)

Color Risk
Code Performance Level Rating Assessment

Blue Exceptional. Performance Low Not likely to disrupt
exceeds contractual schedule, increase cost
requirements. or degrade performance.

Only normal government
Green Satisfactory. No monitoring is required.

problems, or only minor
problems for which Moderate las potential to disrupt
solutions are in hand. schedule, increase cost

and degrade performance.
Yellow Marginal. Problems for However, difficulties

which some question can be overcome with
exists as to whether close monitoring.
solution is adequate,
but resolution appears High Likely to disrupt
to be within the schedule, increase cost
contractor's ability, and degrade performance

even with close
Red Unsatisfactory. There government monitoring.

is serious problem which
may be outside the N/A Not Applicable.
contractor's ability to
solve.

Similarly a Marginal or Yellow item rating given because the offeror

barely meets or is just below specified requirements, could have a low

risk assessment because what the offeror is attempting is simple and has

been accomplished before.

A similar process is conducted by the Area Chiefs to combine the

individual item sumnaries into an area sumunary. The Area Chiefs look at

the strengths and weaknesses, ratings and risks at the item level, and

the proposal descriptions in order to assign proposal ratings and risk

assessments.
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Often an offeror's proposal will contain wording Thich is difficult

to comprehend, or sections which are not well explained or supported.

For these cases an individual can write a clarification request (CR) to

allow the offeror a chance to clear up the understanding. In instances

where the otferor's proposal is unacceptable, a deficiency report (DR)

can also be written. Issuing deficiency reports to the offerors provides

them the opportunity to correct their deficiencies. Because all

communicat ion must. f low through the cont ract ing off icer, clari f icat i,,n

requests and deficiency reports cannot be sent direct ly from the

initiator to the offeror. The specific process in which clarification

requests and deficiency reports flow to the offeror is depicted below.

In this process, duplicate reports and requests are eliminated and only

the most critical are sent forward.

Ini t. iate
CRi/DR -> Item

Chief -> Area
Rev i ew Chief - CR/DR

Review Review -> Contracting
Board Officer -) Offeror

Figure 2-5. Clarification Request/Deficiency Report Process

Based on the evaluation by the Source Selection Evaluation Board,

guidznce by the Contract Definitizat ion Team, and approval by the Source

Select ion Advisory Counci 1, the Contracting Officer determines -.hich

offerors are in the "Competitive Rarnge" (i.e., those offerors which have

a reasonable chalice of being selected) (20:12). Written (clarifications

requests amid deficiency reports) and oral discussions are conducted only
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with contrac.,,rs wthich are in the competitive range. Those of ferors

which are not in the competitive range are promptly notified by the

Contracting Officer. Discussions are held with all remaining offerors

through the Contract Definitizat ion Team and the Contracting Officer.

The Source Selection Authority has the option to award the contract

without discussions if a clear winner can be seen.

Comparison. Up until this point, the offerors' proposals have

been compared only t.o the evaluation standards which were set up prior to

r-ceipt of the proposals. Selection procedures begin with the comparison

of 'he offerors by the Source Selection Advisory CouLcil. The comparison

of proposals is Lased on the analysis of the evaluations prepared by the

Source Selection E'aluation Board (20:13). The process involves looking

across proposals to ensure ratingc have been used consistently. Very

often a + or - is added to the color score to indicate the high and low

range. Significant differences between proposals should be highlighted.

Results of this process are doctuneLited in the Source Selection Advisory

Council Anialysis Report (20:13).

Performance Risk Assessment. The Performance Risk Assessment

Grouip reviews relevant contract performance information (contractor

performance assessment reports or questionnaires), pre-award surveys, and

the offeror's past performance proposal in order to make an assessment of

the risk for selecting the offeror based on its track record. A very

det.ailt..d description of this process will be presented in Chapter IV.

Selection. Ihe Source Selection Advisory Council analysis,

suppor~ed by the Source Selection Evaluation Board evaluation, is

transformed into a standard briefing format and presented to the Source
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Selection Authority for decision. The proposal evaluation for each

contractor and assessment of the proposal risk are presented to the

Source Selection Authority by the Source Selection Advisory Council

Chairperson. The evaluation and proposal risk are presented at the area

level and supported by the corresponding items. The PRAG Chairperson

presents a risk assessment of the offerors' past performance co the

Source Selection Authority using the same areas and items as the Source

Select ion Advisory Council briefing.

Based on the proposal rating, proposal risk assessment, performance

risk assessment, and any applicable general considerations, the Source

Selection Authority will make an integrated assessment of the offerors'

capability t.o perform the task at hand. If the process has been

successful, the Source Selection Authority will select the source "whose

proposal has the highest degree of credibility and whose performance can

be expected to best meet the governent's requirements at an affordable

cost" (20:3).

The emphasis on past performance information to assist the Source

Selection Authority has varied over the last 25 years. The following

section presents a historical perspective on the use and collection of

past performance information to support source selections.

Historical Use of Performance Information

The CPARS is not the first attempt to develop a data base of past

performance information. In 1961 President Kennedy tasked David Bell,

then Director of the Bureau of the Budget, to conduct a study of the

government's expertise on Research and Development contracts (31:3). The

"Bell Report," 30 April 1962, raised the possibility of establishing a
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"central and fairly formal means of reporting methods and experiences and

recording these permanently" (31:3,4). The large dollar-value

development and production program, more commonly referred to as the

Contractor Performance Evaluation Program, was initiated by Department of

Defense Directive 5176.38 on 5 October 1964. The Contractor Performance

Evaluation Program collected performance information on all Department of

Defense programs with projected costs of two million dollars or more.

The data base consisted of semiannual reports created by the government.

program managers (35:4-6). The development process and format of the

reports were very similar to those used today for the CPARS. The central

file for the Contractor Performance Evaluation Program was located at the

Defense Documentation Center (35:15).

An October 1968 report, conducted by the Logistics Management

Institute for the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Installations and

Logistics, described three fundamental problems with the Contractor

Performance Evaluation Program:

1. There were too few reports to provide a credible description of

a contractor's performance (35:10);

2. A lack of' summarizing and organizing caused reports that could

be generated to be too cumbersome to provide the person evaluating them

with the necessary information (35:12);

3. There were problems associated with ensuring objectivity of the

program manager evaluations (35:15).

In 1970, less than six years after the Contractor Performance

Evaluation Program's inception, the Assistant Secretary of Defense for
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Installations and Logistics requested an evaluation of the program, and

on 21 December 1970 released a letter officially cancelling it (31:8).

In July 1978, Air Force Systems Command initiated a test to evaluate

the use of past performance information in source selections. Fourteen

programs were selected from four product divisions (Armament Division,

Aeronautical Systems Division, Electronic Systems Division, and Space

Division). Past performance was rated and scored as a specific criterion

in half of the programs and used as a general consideration in the other

(3:Sec 111,3). Three conclusions were drawn from this test:

1. Neither method, as a specific criterion or general

consideration, was considered to be satisfactory for evaluating

performance. The recommended use of past performance was as an

assessment criterion relating to the offeror's understanding of the

program and inherent abilities (3:Sec 111,3). The subjective assessment

criterion could be applied in matrix fashion to the more objective

specific criteria.

2. Air Force Systems Command should establish procedures to

validate information provided by the proposing contractor, handle

situations when there is no relevant past performance, and resolve

disatgreements between offeror and government information (3:Sec 111,3).

3. Contractor performance evaluation should be limited to "relevant

performance" which must be specified at the time of solicitation

(3:Sec [I,3).

In 1979 Air Force Systems Command issued policy changes which

required that past performance information be used as both a general

consideration and an assessment criterion. Relevant performance was
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defined to include, but not be limited to, comparable work for the same

or similar item, in the same or similar acquisition phase, performed by

the same company or division/profit center. Direction was also provided

that an offeror not be penalized for lack of recorded performance, that

disagreements be settled during negotiations, and that information

provided by the contractor be checked with the appropriate government

point of contact (3:Sec 111,4).

In 1981, as a result of a protest lodged against the government for

considering past performance as both a general consideration and an

assessment criterion, Air Force Systems Command issued a letter change to

Air Force Systems Command Regulation 80-15 discontinuing the use of past

performance information as an assessment criterion and mandating its use

as a general consideration (;39:viii).

As described previously, the current. Air Force direction, Air Force

Regulation 70-15, dated 22 February 1984, states that past performance

can be used as an assessment criterion, a general consideration, or both.

According to research performed by Major Jeffery Norton in July

1986, these cont~adictions in direction have led to inconsistent use of

performance information by the Air Force Systems Command product

divisions (39:ix). Based on interviews with the source selection

officers at the five product divisions, Major Norton concluded:

Specific confusion was found in the interpretation of the
applicable regulations . .. The validity of past performance as
an assessment criterion appeared to be directly affected by the
relevancy and recency of previous contractor effort and indirectly
by the fear of protest/litigation. All five source selection
officers were aware of one or more of the previous protest/
litigation problems associated with application of past performance
as a hard decision criterion. If there is questionable relevancy or
questionable data supporting a less-than-satisfactory assessment,
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there is a tendency to avoid making hard source selection decisions

based on past performance. (39:x)

In 1982 Air Force Contract Management Division initiated a program

to collect, document, and report information on programs exceeding $100

million or desigr.ted as a major system acquisition. The program was

initially designed to collect information from the Air Force Systems

Command system program offices, Defense Logistics Agency, contractors,

and other services on ten functional areas. This information could then

be provided to aid source selections. Support was never garnered from

the other agencies, and the concept was tested using Air Force Contract

-Management Division input only. The program was cancelled in 1984

because the information it collected was unnecessary aid costly .hen

compared to other sources, and it did not provide the information needed

by the source selection authority to make his decision (3:Sec 111,4).

Electronic Systems Division established its own program for

collecting and documenting performance information. The Contract

Performance Evaluation Program described in Electronic Systems Division

Regulation 178-1 collects periodic reports using the Air Force Systems

Command Form 64. This program was recently reduced in scope, and is now

used to collect information only on programs not included in the CPARS

(11).

For the Contract Performance Assessment Reporting System to be

successful, it must overcome problems associated with previous systems.

It must provide a credible description of a contractor's performance in a

manner which is not cumbersome to the Performance Risk Assessment Groups,

the program managers, or the CPARS administrators.
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The last section in this chapter describes the potential use of a

management information system as an automated form of CPARS to meet the

past performance objectives set by Air Force Systems Command.

Information Systems Design

Management Information Systems. An automated system based on the

CPARS to support the risk assessment process can be included in the

general category of management information systems. A management

information system represents an orderly method for collecting data, and

processing and disseminating past, present, and predictive information

relative to the internal operations and external environment of an

organization (14). The management information system is used to support

the operations, analysis, planning, and decision making functions in an

organization (18:6). The potential use of the management information

system in an organization can be described as a hierarchy of functions

ranging from transaction processing to strategic planning. Gordon B.

Davis and Margrethe H. Olson's Management Information Systems: Conceptual

Foundations, Structure, and Development uses a pyramid structure to

describe the four levels of use of a management information system

(Figure 2-6).

Each level in the hierarchy can use information generated at the

lower levels and has the capability to introduce new information from

external sources. The CPARS as currently planned represents the bottom

thwee layers of the management information system pyramid.

Transaction processing is characteristic of the data administration

tasks of the CPARS focal point. It includes data input, maintenance,

report generation, and protection of information.
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Strategic
planning and

decision making

Management planning
and decision making

Operational planning,
decision making and control

Transaction processing, inquiries
and data administration

Figure 2-6. Management Information System Pyramid

Operations planning and control represents the interaction between

the government and industry program managers. The data acquisition tasks

associated with the program manager's evaluation, the contractor's

response, program manager's update, and verification/validation by the

reviewing official are representative of tasks which could be supported

by a management. information system.

Because of the tactical nature of the PRAG's tasks, providing a

performance risk assessment on potential contractors fits into the

management planning and decision making tier.

There are no current plans for use of CPARS information to support

strategic planning and decision making. Air Force Systems Command
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Regulation 800-54 specifically prohibits use of PARS information except

to support source selections (1:1). However, lise of the CPARS as an

essential part of the Air Force Acquisition Information Systtm might

provide the necessary information to support trend analysis of various

epnart'i-n, and nrnrovid- insight in the long ranrp pnrodurtivity of th-

Air Force/industrial complex.

An important distinction to make is the difference between data and

information. Data is defined as unstructured elements which have been

acquired through direct observation, experimentation, or questioning;

while information is data which has been transformed so that it has

meaning and usefulness to the recipient (14). However, this difference

is relative to the recipient of the information. That is, information at

one level of the pyramid may be considered unstructured and overwhelming

data at a higher level. The use of a management information system

provides the structure necessary to perform the transformation from data

to information for the recipient.

The management information system pyramid and the relative nature of

differences between information and data can provide insight into the

operations of CPARS and its various uses. The institution of the CPARS

had two major objectives: provide feedback, during the processing of the

assessment report, from the government program manager to the industrial

manager on specific contract performance; and provide performance

information across many contracts to assist the PRAG in developing

performance risk assessments during source selections. Each of these

objectives supports the goal to motivate the contractor to consistently

deliver quality in order to ensure future business. The assessment
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report for a given contract represents information to the government and

industrial managers for that effort. The assessment report tells them

exactly where they stand for that period of time. However, the

individual assessment report, or more than likely, a stack of assessment

r - -t , v r~pi-ont n nve-1od P itnpr cessed data to the PRAG. In

fact, this was one of the biggest problems with the now defunct

Department of Defense Contractor Performance Evaluation Program which, as

discussed eat'lier, did nu't provide informat ion in a format useful to the

recipient.

. proach to System DeveLopment. The choice for system development

strategy is critical to the acceptable completion of the project. The

stratog- must consider uncertainty associated with users' stating and

analysts' extracting the information requirements; uncertainty of the

requirements' validity; proper implementation of the development/design

of the system; and confidence that the system meets the users' needs.

According to Davis and Olson,

Development should encompass a process to accommodate
requirements changes and provide assurance that the application is
an accurate and complete reflection of user requirements. (18:564)

rie strategy which attempts to satisfy these problems is the

traditional method for a software systems development. It is a

systematic process' involving the five stages shown in Table 2-4.

The rompletion of each stage is marked by the acceptance of the user

that the system (as defined at that point) meets the operational

requirements. A firm set of requirements must be established prior to

entering the Development/Design stage.
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Table 2-4

Tradit ional Systems Development Approach (27)

I. Problem Definition [V. Implementation

- Set Objectives - Testing
- Detpmi-f - Feasibility - Conversion

- Operations
I1. Requirements Analysis - Maintenance

- Determination V. Evaluation

- Documentation
- A lt ernat ives - Cost/Performance Audit
- Establish Baseline - Upg'rade/Replacement

Ill. Development/Des ign

- Conceptual Design
- Physical Design

- Applicat ions Development

RZLuirements .naljysis. Determining user requirements is the most

difficuiL aspect of informat ion system development. Davis and Olson

describe several factors which affect the analyst'L; a ,ility to determine

an accurate set. of requirements. These include natural constr nts on

humians to process information and solve problems (limits of short-term

memory, bias caused by recency or traditional ways of doing business, and

inability to define the problem space), and complexity of the information

requirements (18:474-9).

Four strategies w.hich can be used to determine users' information

requi rements are described helow (18:180-8). These strategies can he

U,,t-1 s ingu lar ly or in ,)mb irat, :on with each other.

1. Asking users directly. Users are intervieed by the analyst to

determine the system's requirements. One or more of several methods can

be used to carry out the process. These include closed and open
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quest ions, brainstorming, arnd ,Iroup consensus. The hasic assumpt ion

under iing this process is that vist rs can overcome the natural

constraints described above (18:481).

2. Deriving requirements from an existing system. The system can

6e a replacement tor another, or a like system may exist hich (-an be

used as the requirements base (18:482).

:3. Determine requirements througth object system analysis.

Inf Jrmalt ion systems prroduce )ut put to support some ofner obj cct -stem (jr

fun( i )n. By aialvzing the appii cat ions of the object system, the

itif'ormatiOl system's reqcit: lttemrtus can be defined. Davis ,nd () Ison

dths(rihe eight dif ferent. methods for deter mining requirements in this

mhanner (18:482-8).

4. Experimentation with an evolving information system. Customary

procedures demand that a firm set of requirements exist before the start

of system development. In the experimentation strat.egy, an initial set

(X requirements is extracted from the user and a prototTpe system is

1(h eI )ped. The prototype system is then used as a hasis for the user anud

analyst to further refine requirements (18:488).

ChaLt er Stummar

This chapter prov id.ied an overview of the source select ion pro)cess as

current I- pract ieu in Air Force Systems Command, established a

hi stor Ical perspect ive on the u-, ad c ol tet ion (W past perf'ormance

int*,tmuat ion to supp(ri soLrce select i,,s, so..ed the potent ial use ()f a

management informat ion svstem as an1 automated form of (TPAR-S to meet the

past performance objectives set by Air Force Systems Command, and

deve -lop,-d an approach to informatt ion system des ign.
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[Il. Methodology

As stated in Chapter I, the research reported in this document had

four primary objectives:

Objective 1. Define the informaLion required and procedures used by
the Performance Risk Assessment Group (PRAG) to institute the current
policy for providing a risk assessment to support the source selection
decisi on process;

Objective 2. Determine the extent to which infoimation derived from
a fully operational Contractor Performance Assessment Reporting System
(MIRS) can support the performance risk assessment process;

Objective 3. Determine the administrative procedures used to
collect, process, distribute, and protect contractor performance
information under the C(PARS; and,

Objective 4. Establish the requirements baseline and conceptual
de sig2 for an automated information systcm, based on the CP.,ARS, to
coi lect, process, protect, a;J disseminate contractor performanicc
assessments.

A tailored approach to the traditional method for software systems

development was chosen to design an automated information system to

assist the contractor assessment and performance risk assessment

processes. The methodology used for this research followed the first

three steps of the five step process depicted in Figure 3-1. Development

and design was completed through the conceptual design of the system.

Step 1. Problem Definition Step 3. Development/Design

- Define Scope - Conceptual Design
- Set Objectives - Physical Design

Step 2. Requirements Analysis Step 4. Implementation

- Determine Requirements Step 5. Verification/Validation
- Establish Baseline

Figure 3-1. Tailored Approach to Systems Development
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Primary data was collected through structured interviews with

selected experts on performance risk assessment, source selection

procedures, and CPARS administration. Two specific populations were

ident i fied:

1. Performance Risk Assessment Groups. individuals in the

acquisition business Oho have actively participated in the formal risk

assessment for contractors in a source selection. Two representa.ives

were identified for each PRAG which had looked at (PARS as a source of

information.

2. CPARS Focal Points. Individuals in each product division,

usually assigned to the source selection office, who are responsible for

the administration of the CPARS data base.

Step 1. Problem Definition

A complete understanding of the acquisition and source selection

processes was required before this project could be undertaken.

Knowledge of the historical use and collection techniques provided the

opportunity to identify similarities and differences between prior uses

of contractor performance information and the current concepts of

performance risk assessment. This investigation also provided the

opportunity to look at problems/successes of previous attempts to

centralize contractor performance data.

This research began with an investigation of the Federal, Department

()f Def(inse, and Air Force regulations governing use of past performance

information to support the source selection process. Air Force Systems

Command's Project STAR (Strategies and Techniques for Acquisition

Responsiveness) Report, and other technical papers were examined tn
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establish the historical use of past performance information. A complete

description of source selection procedures, the Contractor Performance

Assessment. Reporting System, and the Performance Risk Assessment Group

was accomplished through analysis of Air Force System Command regulations

and discussions with experts in the acquisition field.

Step 2. Requirements Analysis

Requirements Analysis was the second step in the five-step system

deve i opment meth odo IngT. It was in this stage of the research pr.ceqs

that a va id set ot' requirements as determined. The compilation of

requirements through interviews and investigation of regulations

tul'ill ed the first three objectixs of this research project. The needs

described by the various sources were synthesized into a baseline of

system level requirements. The development of the "requirements

baseline" completed the first part o the final objective of this

roc-(avch project.

Prforr. :ince Risk Assessment Process. Invest igat ive Quest ion 1

focused on describing the procedures and information requirements

associated with the current implementation of PRAGs. The purpose of

Invest igat ion Quest ion 2 was to determine the effect the WTARS has on the

perform;ce risk assessinnt process.

Investigative Questor 1. What procedures are currentiy used and
Vhat types of information are required by all PRAGs to prepare
performance risk assessments on proposing contractors?

Investigative Question 2. What portion of the required information
can be derived from the data resident in CPARS, and how can the data
resident in PARS be processed to provide this information?

St ructured intervie-w,.s with rozpresentatives t'rom PRAGs ident if ied ly

the pro duc t divisions -'-e ()lidt(I ted to) ans' er the fi"st two
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investigative questions. Each product. division provided names of seniot

individuals (PRAC chairman or other member) who actively participated in

the formal risk assessment and junior individuals (PRAG assistant or

secretariat) responsible for the actual collection and transformation of

the performance data.

Two representatives were identified for each PRAG which had

completed source selection tnder the new format and had looked at CPARS

as a source of in'orration. A complete description of the PRAGs

investi.,ted and the specific responsibilities of PRAG representatives

interviewed is presented in Appendix B: Description of PRAGS and PRAG

RQep sentatives. Appendix B also provides insight into the differences

across the five product divisions.

A mix of closed and open ended questions was used to collect

information from PRAG representatives (Appendix C: Survey lnstruments).

The questions were designed to avoid yes/no type answers and to encourage

the persons being interviewed to share their experiences freely aid to

the fullest extent possible. Primary data collect-d during these

interviews was compiled and entered into a text data base to facilitate

documentation and g-rouping of like requirements.

Performance Assessment Fkportino Process. The purpose of

tnves!. i(al ive Question 3 was to determine the administrative procedures

".hich are current ly used to col lect, process, and distribute contractor

perf'()rmance iriormat ion.

Investigative Question 3. What are the administrative procedures
for collecting, processing, and distributing contractor performance
irf ormat ion.
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¢ ructured interviews were conducted with the CPARS focal point for

each of the five product divisions to determine the administrative

procedures and constraints involved in the current performance assessment

reporting process. A mix of closed and open ended questions was used

(.Appendix C: Survey Instruments). The questions were designed to

encourage the persons being interviewed to describe the detailed steps

and the peculiarities of the process, and to share their experiences

freely and to the fullest extent possible. Primary data collected during

these interviews was compiled and entered into a data base to facilitate

documentation and grouping of like requirements.

Requirements Baseline. The purpose for Investigative Question 4 was

to establish the requirements baseline for an automated information

system, based on the CPARS, to collect, process, protect, and disseminate

contractor performance assessments.

Investigative Question 4. What system capabilities are dictated by
the information requirements of PIAGs and the implementation
procedures of the CPARS?

The requirements baseline represents the system level capabilities

which must be provided in order to meet the user's needs. The

administrative procedures and the information and analysis requirements

determined through interviews with the PRAG representatives and the CPARS

focal points were synthesized into seven different activities describing

the performance assessment process: data collection, data input,

maint-enance, analysis, output, reporting, and protection.

tep 3. Devel opment/Design

During the development/design stage of the process, a conceptual and

physical design for the system must be established. The conceptual
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design represents the system as a set of interactions and data flows. It

is a user orientation of the system design. The physical design maps the

capabilities described in the conceptual design to the specific hardware

and software components of the system.

Conceptual Design. The purpose of Investigative Question 5 was to

develop the conceptual model of the automated system. The development of

the conceptual design fulfilled the final objective of this research

project.

Investigative Question 5. How do the established requirements
affect the architecture for the autcmated information system?

To arwer this question the requirements organized by the seven

activities of the system had to be described in terms of user

applications of the automated system. Based on a review of software

engineering principles, an appropriate model was chosen to describe the

different applications of the system. Concentration was placed on

describing the interactions among the various functions of the system.
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IV. Results Of Recuirements Analysis

Chapter IV describes the implementation of the second step in the

system development process and the fulfillment of objectives I through 4

of this project. For clarity, each objective and investigative question

has been repeated just prior to the section to which it pertains.

Requirements Analysis is the second step in the five-step system

development methodology. This is the stage of the research process %,here

a valid set of system level requirements was established. Requirements

for the system were determined from three primary sources: existing

iegulat ions, interviews with PRAG representatives, and interviews w.-ith

CP.AS Focal Points.

The first part of this chapter reports the information obtained from

the interviews with the PRAG representatives and the CPARS Focal Points.

The final portion of this chapter describes the accumulation of

requirements from all three sources into a requirements baseline.

Ana lsis of Interviews w rh PRAG Representatives

Interviews with PRAG members were used to describe the current

implementation of the performance risk assessment process. A summary of

the results for each quest ion is presented below. The actual questions

have been included in Appendix C: Survey Instruments.

O)bjective 1. Define the information required und procedures used bY
the Pert'ormance Risk Assessment Group (P[AG) to institute the current
p0/ ic? tor providitg a risk assessment to support the source selection
dec is i on process;

Investigative Question 1. What procedures are currently used and
what types of information are required by all PRAGs to prepare
performance risk assessments on proposing contractors?
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Performance Risk Assessment Process. This section provides an

overview of the actual steps the PRAGs went through during the

performance risk assessment process. Representatives were asked to

discuss the events uhich took place from the time they were notified of

their participation through the final briefing to the Source Selection

Authority.

Although many aspects of the process differed across PRAGs and

product divisions, all PRAGs seemed to follow the same seven steps: plan,

obtain data, support the competitive range briefing, compile and evaluate

information, assess risk, identify concerns to the procurement

contracting officer for discussions with the contractor, and brief the

Source Selection Authority.

Planning. Four parts to the planning step were identified:

establish responsibilities and methodology; provide instructions to

offerors; develop the questionnaire; and establish relevancy criteria.

Establish Responsibilities and Methodolo ?y. The very

first step identified by the PRAG members was to gather all the

information that was available (CPARS regulation, Air Force Regulation

70-30, product division supplements, other pertinent regulations, and

experiences from other PRAGs) to find out what a PRAG did and what the

responsibilities of the PRAG were (5; 10, 33; 34; 49; 52). PRAGs would

then set up a methodology to identify what data needed to be collected

and how; to identify criteria to determine what data would be useful; and

to describe how the data would be analyzed (5; 6; 7; 34: '48; 49; 52).

Another task identified was to make sure the correct .rds were in

the Request For Proposal, end look at the source selection plan to make
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sure performance risk has been addressed. PRAG members stated that it is

absolutely critical that the Request For Proposal and the Source

Selection Plan track meticulously since these documents contain the

evaluation criteria for the entire source selection (5; 38).

Provide Instructions to Offerors. At all product

divisions, as part of the Request For Proposal, offerors are informed

that they are to be evaluated on their past performance and (at

Aeronautical and Electronic Systems Divisions) are told the specific

criteria which would be looked at (5; 7; 10; 15; 23; 24; 38; 44). The

offeror provides, as part of the proposal, the contracts that demonstrate

their capability, including any experience by major subcontractors. The

offeror must submit a volume titled "Past Performance" citing information

on all the programs they had worked on during the last three (and for

scm.r- prori_ls ,- *- five) yeai (5; 7; 10; 15; 16; 23; 24; 29; 32; 38;

44; 45; 49; 57). At Aeronautical Systems Division this volume had to be

submitted two weeks prior to due date of proposals in order to allow a

head start for mailing questionnaires (7; 10; 15; 23; 24; 44).

The "Past Performance" volume should include for each example of

relevant experience, the

- contract number (5; 7; 10; 15; 16; 23; 24; 29; 32; 38; 44; 45;
49; 57);

- acquisition agency (5; 38; 45);

- program name (5; 7; 10; 15; i6; 23; 24; 29; 32; 38; 44; 45; 49;
57);

- name/address/phone number of the contractor officer and program
manager (5; 7; 10; 15; 16; 23; 24; 29; 32; 38; 44; 45; 49; 57);

- contract administration office and the administrative contracting
officer's address and phone number (5; 38; 45);
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- original contract cost, ultimate contract cost, and reasons for
deviation (5; 7; 10; 15; %3; 24; 38; 44; 45);

- original contract schedule, ultimate contract schedule, and
reasons for deviation (5; 7; 10; 15; 23; 24; 38; 44; 45); and

- a description of the project and how each contract is a relevant
example of the offeror's ability to perform against the criteria
stated in the Request For Proposal (5; 7; 10; 15; 23; 24; 38; 44;
45).

The only difference among the product divisions in the information

requested was the number of relevant examples requested: Space Systems

Division- 5 examples (52), Electronic Systems Division - 10 to 15

examples (5), and Aeronautical Systems Division, which did not provide

the offeror a limit, but expecLed anywhere between 15 and 60 (44).

Develop Questionnaire. The purpose of the questionnaires

developed by the product divisions was to get information on contracts

',hich were not represented in the PARS (44). Questionnaires developed

took several different forms.

At Aeronautical, Ballistic and Electronic Systems Divisions,

many questionnaires focused on the criteria specified in the Request For

Proposal (5; 7; 10; 12; 13; 15; 44; 56). For one PRAG at Aeronautical

Systems Division, a more generalized questionnaire was created in an

deliberate attempt to get. better answers (24). In Ill cases, the

questionnaires were more specific than the assessment reports (5; 7; 10;

12; 13; 15; 24; 36; 44; 57). At Space Systems Division and for one PRAG

at Electronic Systems Division, the actual CPARS form was used as a

questioruaire (42; 45; 52). For Munitions Systems Division, the CPARS

format was used to create a checklist of questions (29; 49; 57).

Establish Relevancy Criteria. Relevancy Criteria were

used for two purposes: to screen examples of performance before
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questionnaires were sent to make sure they were applicable to the

solicitation, and to determine the impact of specific examples of past

performance .hen formulating the risk assessment.

The following criteria were identified by the PRAG members:

- Division/profit center (6; 36)

- Product Division (37)

- Dollar thresholds (5; 25; 33; 38)

Type of contract (37; 52)

- Nature of the program (6; 12; 25; 32; 33; 36)

- Technical description (5; 33; 38)

- End items (52)

Phase of acquisition cycle (52)

Obtain Data. The second step identified by the PRAG

representatives was to obtain the necessary data to support the risk

assessment.. The primary sources for information were the past

performi=cv ;ohne provided by the contractor, the cPRS, interviews or

surveys with government points of contact for each program, and

information provided by contract administration personnel. The "Past

Performance" volume was reviewed to see what contracts were offered as

examples of relevant performance by the offeror (7; 10; 15; 24; 28; 37;

42; 49; 52). Contracts identified by the offerors were screened so that

only the most applicable would be looked at (32; 42).

Nearly every PRAG member stated that the CPARS was checked for

reports which were relevant to the program in source selection (5; 6; 7;

10; 12; 15; 16; 23; 24; 28; 29; 32; 33; 36; 37; 42; 44; 45; 49; 52; 56;

57). The fact that the assessment reports are written by program mangers
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who are on the program at the time, and that the reports must be shown to

the contractor makes the CPARS a very credible source of information (5).

In only one case did a PRAG have enough assessment reports to not

need to augment them with additional surveys (33). In all other cases

PRAG members would conduct interviews or distribute questionnaires to

other government agencies. PRAGs contacted program managers and

procurement contract officers for each contract identified by the offeror

ard any other organizations that they may know from prior experiences.

In many cases, questionnaires were mailed to the government point of

contact (6; 7; 10; 12; 13; 15; 24; 25; 36; 37; 44; 51; 56). Several

different methods were used to help ensure questionnaires were returned

quickly with a quality response. Questionnaires were sent out at the

director level in order to get commitment from management to help ensure

a quality review (23). Before the questionnaire is sent, the

orgar,;zation would be called to establish a point of contact as high up

in the chain as posqible to make sure that the right person is identified

and that the job is given the right priority (5; 38). To speed up the

process, facsimile machines were use to send the questionnaire out and

to receive the completed forms (5; 38).

Often a tight source selection schedule would not allow time to send

out written questionnaires, and PRAGs chose to conduct interviews by

telephone instead (16; 28; 29; 32; .42; 45; 49; 52; 57). Because the

interview was done on the telephone, it turned out that it was difficult

to validate the things that were being said 129; 49). To increase the

"validity" of the telephone interview, one PRAG used the CPARS form as a
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questionnaire, had the form typed, and then used a facsimile machine to

send it to the government point of contact for signature (45).

Interviews/questionnaires were also used to get an independent

evaluation from administrative contracting officers (45; 57) and other

representatives from the Defense Contract Administration Service (10; 13;

51) and Air Force Plant Representative Office for each contractor (56).

One PRAG elected to travel to the contractor locations and meet with th-

government plant representatives (49; 57) The PRAG talked not only to

administrative contracting officers, jut also to the quality assurance,

configuration, and manufacturing people (49; 57).

PRAG representatives stated that obtaining data through interviews

and questionnaires was the most difficult part of the performance risk

assessment process. Problems identified included finding the right

address/person to send the questionnaire to (24), waiting for the surveys

to come back, contacting government representatives (10; 19; 24; 28; 44;

57), hesitation of people to discuss contractor performance over the

phone (32), inability to tell whether the person being interviewed was

being totally objective (29) and asking quczLios in such a way so that

the other services can understand what the PRAG was looking for (19).

Other sources of information were the Defense Logistics Agency

Contractor Alert Lists (28; :37; 45; 49; 52; 57), Defense Contract

A\dministration Service Annual Reviews (7; 10), Air Force Plant

Representative Office Contractor Operation Reports (5; 34; 42) and

Preaward Surveys (7; 16; 24; 28; 44; 57).

Competitive Range Briefing. At some point prior to the end of

the assessment process and normally before all the data is even
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collected, the competitive range must be briefed to the Source Selection

Authority. The competitive range is the determination by the procurement

contracting officer of the offerors which have a reasonable chance of

being selected. Discussions are conducted only with contractors in the

competitive range, and the Source Selection Authority has the option to

award the contract without discussions if a clear winner can be seen.

Two strategies have been used by the PRAG to support the competitive

rangke brieFing. (e PRAG chose to brief only the methodology chosen to

implement the performance risk assessment process and not to present any

assessment information (49). Other PRAGs attempted to gather as much

data as possible and perform an initial assessment based on the offeror's

proposal and the available assessment reports (10; :33; 37; 42; 52). Many

PRAG members did riot even mention the competitive range briefing as a

step in the process.

Compile and Evaluate Information. Once collected, the data had

to be compiled and processed in order for the PRAG to develop the

performance risk assessment. The implementation of this step differed

greatly across the product divisinns.

Aeronautical Systems Division. At Aeronautical Systems

Division, the secretariat (PRAG assistant) was responsible to build a set

of books for the PRAG members. The organization of these books evolved

tver several different PRiGs. The first attempt divided data up by item,

a process which involved a lot. of copying, cutting, and pasting. Each

book had item specific information from the offeror, followed by the

government data for each relevant contract to that item (15). Lieutenant

Kathleen Coombs, the PRAG secretariat for that program, stated that it
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was a very time-intensive process (15). There could be as many as sixty

examples per contractor or as few as fifteen (7; 15; 19; 24; 44).

The process evolved into a system of three books with separate

sections for offeror and government supplied data (15). The first book,

Jhich was the offeror's Past Performance Proposal, had the contractor's

description for each of the identified contracts, the administrative

data, and the offeror's oun assessment of its relevant experience. A

second book included all the assessment, reports and questionnaires for

the contracts that the offeror had worked on. The questionnaires and

assessment reports were organized in t.he same manner as the offeror's

proposal. Pages were numbered for the second book in such a way so that

the assessment reports and questionnaires coincided to the contracts

identified by the offeror. A third book was put together for each PRAG

member for taking notes and facilitating the assessment process (7; 15;

19; 23; 2.1; 44).

According to Lieutenant Coombs, 'eedback was mixed over the two

approaches. There were those ,ho would have the secretariat decide which

information was relevant to each item, and others wanted to see the

full evaluation and how the different elements interrelate (15). In

Lieuteniant Coombs' opinion, the second approach was better, because there

were times when she did not have the experience to decide which

informat ion 'as relevant to each item. Colonel Wayne Frey agreed with

Li cut eut . C oombs:

'The original method of organizing the data by item involved a
lot of useless cut and paste work. Although it seemed to be
convenient on the first time through, we later found out that it
caused us to do a lot of page flipping. (23)
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Each PRAG member would sit down with copies of the first and second

books and turn the pages together. The members would read the

contractor's input, read the government's input, make their assessment

for each item, end then move on to the next example (7; 15; 19; 24; 44).

Each PRAG member would read the entire set of forms to determine the

salient information. Members wanted to read each report in its entirety

because so much of the information was overlapping (7; 24). Members did

not want, data averaged or in any way processed for them, although many

used their own weighting techniques (7; 24). Evaluations were documented

on forms .thich included lines to write comments and a box to identify the

risk t7; 15; 19; 24; 44). Examples of the forms used are shown in Figure

4-1. Item Assessment Sheet and Figure 4-2. Final Risk Ratings.

Offeror: Contract No:

Program Ti t le:

CPAR/
Item Questionnaire Member Rating and Remarks

T.1

T.2

M.1

c.1I

Figure 4-1. Item Assessment Sheet
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Of feror:

ITI RISK REARKS

T .1 .... ................... I.. . . . .....

-r.2 ... .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

..... ,.... .. ......... ......... . . .

Figuare 4-2. Finai Risk Ratings

In somne eases the PRAG members were divided into teams to evaluate

each area. Members w.ould sit on two diff'erent area teams. Mleet ing~s w.ere

held! fo r each area tedmn to consol id.ate the item as sessments (7; 19; 24;

I-I). A consensus would result of' either high, moderate, or low. risk for

e~a(h it em. If' there '.as not eno)ugh inf'ormatior to Support aW} item, an

as se. m,, rit ( I" Not A\pp I c. IIe wooud be app l .c. Tlhe, it em asses sznei t s were

hen U;sM.ussd arid ro led p t a .area ass.ess nt . The di.scssions

r.,v() Ived ".round t he st reri't hs or weakresses ,f" the co~t rae to r ( 7; 15; 19;

21; I1.
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In a less formal PRAG, the assessment reports ani questionnaires

Aere simply placed into folders; one for each offeror (10). Members

reviewed each item within their area of expertise and presented their

assessment to the rest of the PRAG. Other members asked questions and

added information resulting in a group consensus (10; 15).

Ballistic Systems Division. At Ballistic System, Division

a matrix was used to catalogue the information and as a tool to do the

assessment 16; 12; 36). An example is shown below.

RISK
TI TLE C)TRACT PERIOD OF VALLE/ ------- S(L.L (X _NTS

N1.MB PERFORM- TYPE C T/M
ANCE

Figure 4-3. Ballistic Systems Division Performanuce Data Matrix

PI %G members worked either individukally (p6; 37) or as a group (12)

to evaluate the data from the C P1ARS and from quest ionnaires. Folders

.cre created for the ofterors and their subcontractors to sort the

(,ues tioru-ai res (37).
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When reviewing the assessment reports and questionnaires, each PRAG

member looked at the description, the color ratings, and the narrative.

The descriptive information was used to separate the questionnaires and

assessment reports according to the screening criteria (6). Each member

read through the assessment reports and questionnaires to find relevant

pieces of information that pertained to the effort and wrote them down in

bullet format on the matrix (6; 12; 36). It was a subjective process

based on the judgement of' the PRAG member. The colors were no, averaged,

but rather the description and narrative were used to get at the heart of

-.hat the person -ho evaluated the contractor was driving at (36).

Electronic Sstems Division. At Electronic Systems

Division, a slightly different format of a matrix was used (Figure 1-1).

Under the three areas (cost, technical, and management), comments from

assessment reports and questionnaires were consolidated with succinct

statements describing how the offeror had performed (.5; 38). Information

was extracted from the assessment reports according to the items which

w ere in the questionnai re (5).

Prog*ram Dollar Period of Cost Technical Management
Name Va lue Performance

... ...-........................ I

... ... ...- ... ...............

I. . ................ .......... . . .

Figure 4-4. Electronic Systems Division Performance Data Matrix
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PRAG members looked at data subjectively using their best experience

and judgement (5; 38) and highlighted any areas .hich showed outstanding

or less than satisfactory performance (45).

Munitions Systems Division At Munitions Systems Division

the data collected was compiled using one of three different methods. In

one case, the PRAG members sat down together and completed a CPARS form

from the data gathered during the interview (29; 49). The PRAG then used

Block 14 from the CPA1S form to come up with the overall ratings for the

evaluation areas (49).

In another PRkAG, the individual who performed the interview rated

the contractors performance (blue, green, yellow, or red) for each

question anid then wrote a short paragraph summarizing the key pcints for

that contract '41). The PRAG members would look at notes and identify

the rating and any derogatory or other pertinent comments from the

interviews (41).

In the last case, assessment reports and questionnaires were grouped

according to contractor and the PRAG met and discussed the differences

based on the various sources of information (57). Members looked at

ratings given on each assessment report and the grading scales from

surveys. PRANG members then rated the contractors on the specific areas

identified on the CPARS form with a scale similar to that used on CPARS

(28; 57). An example of the form used to document the ratings is shown

in Fig"re 1-5: .Munitions Systems Division Contractor Rating Sheet.

PRAGs looked for trends across ratings (16; 29; 32). If all ratings

were green, the offeror was given the benefit of the doubt; however, if a

red, yellow, or blue rating appeared, PRAG members tried to find good,
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Cc.s t

Management

Technical

ACO PCO P[ CPARS

Product System Performance

Engineering Design Support.

Software Development

Figure 4-5. Munitions Systems Division Contractor Rating Sheets

solid ,justification. A yellow or red rating would have to appear more

than once for it to be significant (16; 32). One member found that a

company mp.y be very sound in one area, but weak on another, and that the

strengths and weaknesses would be consistent across interviews (29).

According to Lieutenant Colonel Donald Hutcheson:

The entire team was involved in the process. The first part of
the process was to understand .hat the scope of the contract was
that the [assessment report] or survey was pertaining to. We needed
to understand the contract's relevance to the effort being
considered. Then we needed to understand the meaning of the rating';
w as there one thing that caused a rat ing to be a green verses a
blue? To do this one w-ould have to read very closely through the
narratie. (28)

Space Systems Division. At Space Systems Division each

member looked at the different sources of data (CPARS, "Past Performance"
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volume, interviews) (33), and highlighted the strong and weak points (42;

52). According to one individual, there were no hard and fast gutidelines

to go about the process. The member stated that it was a subjective

evaluation of the data (52). Trends were identified across programs and

the government representatives for a program were contacted when

questions arose (42; 52).

Perform Risk Assessment. The final performance risk assessment

occurred at, either the area level (5; 6; 12; 25; 28; 32; 36; 37; 38; 41;

15; -19; 51; 56; 57) or both the area and item levels (7; 15; 19; 23; 24;

14j. The PRAGV; representatives described the Performance Risk Assessment

as a two-step process .fhich first checked to determine each program's

relevance to the effort being considered (15; 23; 28; 42; 57) and then

subjectively unmarized across all contracts so that a risk assessment

for each area could be assigned (5; 6; 7; 19; 2R; 36; 38; 42; 44).

One PRAG at Ballistic Systems Division took a different approach to

the performance risk assessment. It chose not to provide an overall

performn.ce risk assessment across contracts. Instead, screening

criteria were used to sort the data in several different ways and risk

assessments were shown at. the area level for each contract (6; 36).

The first cut looked at full scale development programs from all

sources. The relevant data was extracted and written on a summary form,

similar to the one shoTi below, (Figure 4-6) with supporting information

on a s-cotnd form (Figure 4-7) (6; 36).

For the second cut the screening criteria were more specific. The

screening criteria were firm fixed price contracts which were software

intensive and in full scale development. The more specific criteria
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Summary

Ratings
Contract Description Contract Dollar
Number Of Effort Type Amount Technical Management Cost

G Y G

. B G G

Figure 4-6. Ballistic Systems Division Risk Assessment Sunmmary

Remarks

Technical Management Cost

Contract
Number

Figure 4-7. Risk Assessment Supporting Information

provided for a much smaller data base. Again the data was extracted and

put on the forms. This provided both a broad and ret'ined cut, at the

performance data (6; 36).

Tie final cut was to include only the CPARS information. PRAG

representatives stated that they found that CPARS was a better source of

data to evaluate past performance. A corporate-wide look at the
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contractors (a look beyond the particular profit center which had

submitted the proposal) was taken. For the corporate view, cost,

management, and subcontractor management were examined (6; 36).

Identify Concerns to Procurement Contractin Officer for

Discussions With Contractor. As part of the discussion process, areas of

concern were submitted to the offeror by letter from the Procurement

Contracting Officer. Concern could be based on poor/marginal performance

or inability to find any experieree relative to a given item. Lack of

relevant experience was listed as a concern only to make sure that the

PIAG's research had not missed wiything. The letter was processed just

like a clarification request or deficiency report, although it was

typically processed after the clarification requests and deficiency

reports had been sent (7; 15; 19; 23; 24; 44; 45; 49; 57).

Concerns which were highlighted in assessment reports were not sent

to the contractor because the contractor had already had the opportunity

to respond (14).

The ot'['eror was given between one (15; 23; 19; 24) and two weeks

(44) to provide a response. Contractor's response was limited to ore

double-spaced page on each concern (7; 15; 19; 23; 24; 44).

PRAG representatives stated it was essential that once the

government made its evaluation, it got these concerns back to the

conlractor. When the contractor's response was received, the entire PRAG

(15; 23; 19; 24), or a smaller group such as chairman, assistant and team

leaders (7; 44) would look at the assessments and determine whether

modif icat ions were necessary.
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Brief Source Selection Authority. The Source Selection

Authority is most oten briefed by the PRAG chairman (5; 6; 7; 10; 12;

13; 15; 19; 25; 32; 33; 34; 38; 41; 42; 44; 49; 52; 57). At Aeronautical

Systems Division, a rigorous process for the development of the final

briefing has been established. Comparable levels of detail were not

captured through the interviews with representatives from the other

product divisions. The process as described by representatives from

Aeronautical Systems Division is presented below (7; 10; 13; 15; 19; 44).

At Aeronautical Systems Division, the PRAG chairman and secretariat

develop a preliminary set of charts. The entire PRAG meets to review the

final assessments. The chairman and the secretariat then polish the

charts and script for the presentation to the Source Selection Authority.

The PRAG typically meets one more time for a dry run briefing to make

sure that all the right words anid examples have been captured. The final

briefing to the Source Selection Auithocity provides the assessment of the

offerors' past performance for each area. Supporting information is

provided at the item level. 'Me same areas and items used to evaluate

the offeror's proposal are used for the performance risk assessment.

Lieutenant Colonel Poleski stated:

It is not. important that the Source Selection Authority get. the
message that the offeror is a low, moderate, or high risk based on
its past performance. What. is important, is that for specific items
or areas, an assessment of the offeror's experience base shows the
off eror to be high, moderate, or low risk. The performance risk
assessment, combined with the proposal rating and risk, should
provide the Source Selection Authority with the information needed
to make ani integrated assessment of' the offeror's capability to
perform the work at. hand. (44)

Computer Support. PRAG representatives were asked to describe what

computer system capabilities were currently being used to support the
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performwirce ri-k assessment process. Computers were primarily used for

word processing (identified by 25 of 29 interviewed) and briefing

preparation (identified by 23 of 29 interviewed). Other functions

identified were data base management for questionnaire tracking (12);

on-line templates for building reports, sections of the Request For

Proposal, and matrices (37); and use of spreadsheets to create contractor

lists (1-5). The only software package identified by more than one PRAG

member was Harvard Grapfj~cs (named by 9 of 29).

Objective 2. Determine the extent to 4hich information derived from
a fully operational Contractor Performance Assessment Report ir" System
(CP4RS) can support the per-forman-ce risk assessment process;

Investigative Question 2. What. portion of the required information

can be derived from the data resident in CPARS, and how can the data
resident in (IARS be processed to provide this information?

Information Requirements Supported 12y CARS. The PRAG

representatives were asked to list each of the specific types of

information which were needed to perform a risk assessment. Each member

-,,as then asked to determine if the identified types of information could

he supported by the CPARS.

The different information types have been listed in Tables 4-1

through 4-5 according to the evaluation area to which they pertained.

Some or the information types could be traced to the CPARS; others could

not. Those ty )es which directly correlated ,ith the areas in Block 14 of

the (PARS form have been boldfaced. Informat ion ty-pes which might be

traceable to the (PARS form have been grouped under the boldfaced items.

Information types hich could not be traced directly to a category on the

CPARS form have been listed beneath the heading "Other."
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Table 4-1

Technical Evaluation Area Information Types

Engineering Design/Support (5; 15; 16; 23; 25; 28; 29; 41; 44; 45; 49;
57)

- Alternative solutions to problems (52; 56)
- Correction of deficiencies (56)
- Engineering Change Proposal processing time (56)
- Initiate solutions to problems (19; 52)
- Level of competence (37)
- Requirements Analysis (5; 19; 36)
- System Design (5)

-Systems Engineering (7)
System Integration (6; 36)
Technical analysis (37)

Product Assurance (7; 10; 13; 15; 16; 19; 23; 28; 29; 41; 44; 45; 49;
57)

- Environmental Performance (10; 13)
- Installed System Performance (13)
- Quality Engineering (10; 11)
- Quality of product (37)

Software Development (5; 6; 15; 16; 23; 28; 29; 36; 41; 44; 45; 49; 57)

- Computer Resources (7)

Test and Evaluation (5; 16; 19; 25; 28; 29; 37; 41; 45; 49; 56; 57)

Other

- Course development (24; 44)
- Incorporation of conmercial off the shelf and non development, items

into the overall design (6; 36)
- Instruction System Development (24)
- Plan for Reliability/Maintainability/PrDducibilit.y (5; 44)
- Prototype Mlanagement (5)
- Training Delivery (7; 24)

Training System Concept Der'nit. ion (7; 241)
- 's'r involvement ( 6; 36)
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Table 4-2

Management Evaluation Area Information Types

Responsiveness (6; 16; 24; 28; 29; 36; 41; 42; 44; 45; 49; 52; 56)

- Flexibility (52)
- Initiative (37)
- Proactive approach (37)
- Promptly resolves issues (19)

Schedule (5; 6; 13; 16; 24; 28; 29; :36; 37; 41; 42; 44; 45; 49; 51; 56)

- Master Integrated Schedule (7; 19)
- Meeting Major Milestones (19)

Subcontractor management (5; 6; 16; 19; 24; 25; 28; 29; 36; 37; 41; 42;
15; 49; 57)

- Competent resources (5; 52)

Other

- Acquisition Support (7; 15; 23)

- Ungineering Change Proposal Process (24)
- Focu i on key problem areas (52)
- Organizational Control (24)
- Organizational Resources (7)
- Overall planning and management. (37; 42; 56)
- Quality of Contract Data Requirement List deliveries (19; 42)
- Risk Management (5; 7; 19)
- Technical Management Planning (52)
- Timely Contract Data Requirement List delivery (19; 42)
- Top Management. Participation (37)

Table 4-3

Manufacturing Management Fvaluat ion Are. Information 'Types

- Mau'acturing (10; 15; 23)
Producibility (13; 56)

- Program Management (13; 15; 23)
- Quality Assurance Program (10; 56)
Second Sourcing (13)
Warranty Management (10; 13)

- Work Measurement (56)
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Table 4-4

Logistics Supportability Evaluation Area Information Types

Integrated Logistics Support (16; 28; 29; 41; 45; 49; 57)

- Facilities (37)
- Implementation (24)
- Maintenance Planning (5: 44)
- Spares Availability (19)
- Support (5; 19)
- Support Requirements (10)
- Planning (10; 15; 19; 23; 24)
- Technical Data (15; 23; 56)

Other

- Field Availability Rates (indication if availability is greater or
less t-han .iiat the contract calls for) (44)

- Life C ycle Costs (10; 13; 56)
- Logistics Support Analysis (15; 23; 56)
- Service Reports and Material In-processing Review Boards (reportipg

mechanism once an item is in the fipldl (56)
- Supportability (7; 13)

Table 1--5

Cost Evaluation Area Information Typee

Cost Performance (6; i0; 16; 28; 29; 36; 41; 42; 45; 49; 56)

- Cost (7; 15; 23; 24; 44)
- Cost control (37)
- Cost management (19)
- Elements of cost proportional to targets (37)
- History of buy-in's 137)

Cost Variance (5; 16; 28; 29; 37; 41; 45; 49; 52; 57)

Other

- Show cause or stop work act ivi ties (19)
- Use a reasonable and rational budget (5)
- 4igineering change proposals well prepaed (.5)
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As can be seen in the tables, there were many different types of

information which could not, be traced to one of the categories listed in

Block 14 of the CPAR form. This same finding was expressed by several

individuals during the interviews (5; 7; 10; 56). According to Mr.

Edward Wallace:

Other than the few information types which are substantial and
general enough to have a close match with a block on the assessment
report, these information items are the sort of things that would
not be in the CPARS. Assessment reports are written at a much
higher leve! than the qu.-stionuires. The only time you mig'ht get
these types of information is if the Program Manager thought it was
important enough to ,-rite it up in the narrative section. (56)

To get around the problem associated by the mismatch between the

required information and that ,.hich could be supplied by CPA-RS, PRAG

members had to adapt to the system and take advantage of its features.

According to the PRAG representatives, the descriptive blocks, color

ratings, and narrative sections of the assessment reporl must be us,-d

together to develop the risk assessment (7; 10; 13; 23; 24; 36; 42; 56).

'Ahen evaluating an offeror, PRAG members would read the description block

to determine relcv icy and gauge the complexity of the program (23; .36).

Memhers would then search the ratings and narrative sections for

informat ion which was relevant to the specific, evaluation items and areas

(7; 10; 13; 23; 24; 56). The PRAG reprt--entatives stated that they fourld

:,iconsiteicies in trie assignmevt of color ratings from evaluz.tor to

evaluator which made ;be narrative even more important (a blue ratir 4 to

(Ve p,,rsn may ho a g-reen rati ng to someone else) (2.1; 56). The PRAG

rept'-sentatives used colors to find trends in the information but relied

ht- vily on the narrative portion to substant ia,.e the rat ings and show

relevancy (7; 10; 13; 15; 23; 24; :36; 42).
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.Assessment Rennrts and Qutestiornaires. Each PRAG representativ(- was

asked to describe the extent which CPIARS supported the performance

assessment process and identify aniy iltferences between the information

supplied by assessment reports and questionnaires/interviews.

Information extracted from the CPARS provided 6tC4 or less of the

total information roquirement. in 14 of the 16 PRAGs investigated (.5; 6:

7;10; 12; 1-3; 15; 16; 23; 23; 28; :32; 369, 37; :38; 41; 44; 45; 49; 51;

Sf, G7 The renrainder of the iriformat ion .as gathered throuirrh

,juest ioniiaires , initerviews anud other sources. PIRAG memnbers ant ic ipateo

eonnti nued use- of quest ionna ires and interviews for cc; 1 ct in;s, in'formnat ion

on cen-t rae tars which are riot t rackt-l by CP.\RS wi ( oni cant rae t 5st'i art-

m;aw'e1 iy (,fIher -wrcrs :!; 1:3; -1-1). I so, questiornna ires are useful

li , ct ii format ion from th te corit. raet aini s trat ion offices (1: )

Several iud i vil~ualIs calt1(( le otr ca: 'Itnued uise of quest icanna ire-s

iccause, (TARli d not pDro%-;(e thf, t \pe )r depth of in formatiran required

'Fhf C'PARS prayi de-s performaunce in format ion in a rerieral1 nat ure--
c'ne( dued toa develIop the quest io'nnai re L 7) get as spec i fic an input.

as as hI ' The jassessment reports J did not. lend thenise ves to
ao' seci ' ' area. An assessment report. may crive a geteral 1,1 oak at

rwU :a"1"o 'met all] pe~r f(-rrrunrate, hu(t woo)l d niot ,get elo n to the de ta i I

quf ts i-i imu i res. II rema ini usf- iu I even ift t niere .(,re %*ery many
's 'nt r t ro 'a rt 1 s i n I he dat a tae he re~as n he i i- t a %-er it

i ii t 1's I i' he se'm't repi~r mm hichi fl1t\- riot hre ex iii K sp I led

mm rim't iie asi'>sn't rip'- wt swe ro not ataee ', a eriuw,'h
Ii ,-~i'-,sTtiI)11;t' . i ici\ eo n hawrcl lpt'ss fi it I \RS

t -rl v or' ' iro't rmnat iori. M(e il 7s iin rs <tit jt'' a
.1 rWr' IuAitj flani the" rep-rf - ff'ifl'Ow tI(PARSU''. (i2)

Sit r.em i , )! thc PIA( m',miu'r! i mitt(-r\ i~a i idijcatf- O' v it t here \-;j5

J!Prf , m -i' jr t h(' tr; ijkrV.uss ''V i rmi('it r i't 'r iiL ia ases s me r e I 't
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and a quest ionrai re for the same coit ract. For many PRAGs, interviews or

quest ionnai 'es ore not sent w.hen an assessment report existed. In these

case.s a general comparison across contracts was made by the PRAG

representative.

PRAG representatives observed differences in comments made during

interviews or on questionnaires ana those made in the rarrative sections

of the assessment reports. Several individuals felt that the process

,Thirh the assessment report must go through causes a 'iltering of the

comments (42). Some PRXG members sta',,ed that comments on the asses :ment

reports appeared "watered down" (10; 16; 24; 42), while information

collected directl y from the people involved was very candid. One member

statled that throuoh interviews and questionnaires, the government points

o" contact stated exactly ,hat the problems were anid xho as responsible

(42). Another representative felt the assessment reports were "polished"

)r winflated" "hen compared to questionnaires and that they didn't

provide all the "between the l ires" type of comments (7).

In (orurast, other PRAG members felt that the CPARS, because of the

process involved, was the most, credible of all the scurces (23; 37; 49).

'1o represtntatives stated that, in their opinion, sometimes a government

v, itn.t of contact would have axn "axe to grind" and the emotionalism could

be seen in the words (23; 49). Commt:nrits from interviews amid

,jist ionnaires .,ould have' to be "taken with a g in of sa t ' 123 .

\rf,,t her individual statetd that the fact that the contractor had an opt ion

to) r,.Pt- or sqip)porl the pr)gtram inwuiager's comments increased the

asses smerit r(-port's credtihility ( .37).
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Many members felt that it, was the depth of information which could

he extracted 'rom the source rather than frankness of ommrents that. made-

CPARS more 'r less valuable. PRAG members were divided as to which

source provided more information. Several individuals felt that a

creater understanding could be achiex'd in an interv.Ic- -.r questionnaire

(12; 28; 52; 57), while others felt. the assessment report provided mo,

information (6; 19; 24; 36).

Sste Capbilities. Each individual was asked ', hat capahilities an

automated version of CPAIRS should have, and also to identify any items

that a designer of such a system should either concentrate on or avoid.

The system capabilities as described by the PRAG representatives

take several different forms. Requirements fall into six of the seven

activities inherent in the performance assessment process as well as

general considerations for the operation of tb. system. In order to

maintain clarity and facilitate insertion irto the Requirements Ba.selin.

capahilities have been g'rouped into one of the specific activities for

.Ich they apply: Data Collection, r)ata Input., -Maintenance, Analysi-,

Output, and Protection of Information, or the broad category of

Cons iderat ions and Goals of the System.

Data Cole Iec tion. There are two major points which must be

,fnS i,-ere ,b et looking at the capabi l ities required to support the dta

00( 1 1 t ()n ftunct inri of the syst em. They are ease of input , anu adequate

doapfh itit'(rrnat ion.

Liut naut {o ,rinel I I '-ringrton deseribed ease of input as the need to

'make surf, that there are easy ways to get the irformat ior into tne

syst em" (25). fe further stated th at "it is going to be n big enough
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problem just to get the program managors to fill out, the assessment

report," (25).

The key to providing an adequate depth of information is emphasis on

the importance of the Program Directar/Prugam Manager narrative (7; 24;

44). The PRAG must know the basis for color ratings and their relevan,_-

in order to make an assessment (6; 16; 19; 36; 38; 42; 57). Ensuring

that the system captures the narrative is only part of the solution. The

other part requires some method to motivate Program Directors/Program

Managers to provide a greater level of informat iori in the n.trrative

block. '1 o sugge-stions include

use of standard type questions that could be answered to
provide a greater amount of detail in the remarks (41), and

an on-line description of the CPARS evaluation areas. This
would allow a comparison of the item descriptions to the individual
blocks on the CPARS forn. (15)

.Aanother problem associated with depth of information is the ability

to determine the nature and phase of the prog'ram (6; 28; :7). This

information is not always discernable from blocks 12 and 1:1 of the (PARS

form (29). A suggested solution to this problem is to use key words

which would describe tbe type oA contract (28), the phase of the process

(37), and the type of work pertormed (6).

Data Input. 'wo points were pertaining to the input of

the data into the system. 'The first concerned the need to make sure the

reports iri the database were the most current (25; 28). ,t1e

reprfesetat ire noted that the memhers knew ,,f assessment reports which

,fre in the systkem, but were not in the fil, s yet (2H). The second point

concerned the ri ,ed t updat e Ine syst em and htj. the database at each

product division could he updted (:32.



Maintenance. There were two basic maintenance functions w.hich

were identified by the representatives interviewed. The first. deals with

the problem created by firms changing names because of mergers,

takeovers, and buy-outs (15; 23). One individual stated that such

changes make it very hard to know whom you are talking about anymore

(23). The system needs to provide a way to keep track of name changes so

that the individual PRAG member does not have to (15; 23)

The second maintenance- capability looked at some sort of automatic

purge of old assessment reports. It was suggested that the information

would not be useful after five years, and the value of a historical

record would be questionable (56).

Analysis. Two broad analysis capabilities need to be provided

by the system. These are the ability to determine which assessment

reports are relevant,, and the ability to provide a description of the

data available on each contractor.

Relevancy. In order to determine if an assessment report

is relevant to the program under consideration, the PPAC rcprczcr.ti;,cs

suggested the capability be provided to search through the CPARS by

various criteria. The requested search capabilities w'ould locate

information which is identified in standard fields and on information

w.dhich may or may not be provided within certain fields on the CPARS form.

Key f'ields already iden tified by t.he CLPARS form include:

- Pare nt Corporation (23; 37; -15)

- Contractor Division (23; 37; 14; 45)

- Type of Report (25)

- Contract Number (15)
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- Product Divison (42; 45)

- Period of Performance (16; 15)

- Range of Dollar Value (6; 37; 42; 52k

- Contract Type (6; 12; 28; 32; 37; 42; 49)

Information that may be provided within a field on the CPARS form

but %-hich does not have a preset standard format includes:

- Nature of Program: software verses hardware intensive effort,
integration type contract (12; 28; 32; 44; 52; 57)

- Phase of Acquisition Process: Production, Full Scale
Development, Demonstration/Validation, Concept Definition (6; 16;
28; 32; 37; 38; 42; 44; 45; 49 52; 57)

- Program Description: Aircraft, Missile, Radar, Command Control
and Communications, Space, Training (6; 12; 28; 32; 33; 37; 38;
44; 15; 52; 57)

- lnique Aspects Within the Narrative: Quality Assurance, Use of
Special Software Lang~uages, Training (10; 16; 51)

Data Base Description. The other broad analysis

capability requested by the PRAG representatives was the ability to

provide a description of the data base for each contractor. Suggested

descriptive capabilities are listed below.

- For each parent corporation and division/profit center:

-- Provide frequency of reports by contract type (44; 45; 49)

-- Provide fiequency of reports by phase of acquisition (45; 49)

-- Provide frequency of reports by program description (45)

- For each parent corporation, division/profit center, and
contract:

-- Provide an average (verall ratinlg across assessment reports
for each evaluation area (42)

Provide a frequency of ratings across assessment reports for
each evaluation area (42)
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-- Provide a frequency of assessment reports within preset cost
and schedule variance ranges (44)

- Capability to describe trends over initial, intermediate, and
final assessment reports for one contract (25; 28; 51)

- Capability to describe trends across many contacts (28; 42; 45;
49; 51)

Output.. The following types of output capabilities were

requested by the PRAG representatives. Output should be available both

for display on the computer screen and in hard copy.

- Provide entire copy of' assessment reports which have been
determined to be relevant. 7; 13; 15; 19; 24; 28; :37; 12; 44; 56)

- Provide copy of sumnary reports based on relevant fields of the
assessment report (19; 32; 37)

- Provide copy of descriptive statistics defined in analysis
section (19; 32; 49)

- Download information to the Performance Data Matrix and briefing
charts (12)

Protection of Information. One of the key features in the

conception of the CPARS was its confidentiality. Any automated system

developed to support CPARS and the PRAG needs to maintain this (7). An

automated data base, must consider the protection of data since it is

source selection sensitive (7; 23; 49). It should have appropriate

control features (7; 49) to make sure that the data cannot be changed

(56) or retrieved by someone ,ho should not have access. According to

Mr. Mutrie:

Security of the system is absolutely essential. There has to
be some kind of control system to allow free access to people -ho
r-ed th- infor.tion. but not allow the to change any of the
information. (313)



Considerations and Goals of the System. An important

considerat ion for the development effort raised by Lieutenant Colonel

Poleski is that the mechanisms purposely put into the CPARS to ensure the

integrity of the information must not be sacrificed. These include the

four step assessment report development process of Preliminary

Assessment, Contractor Review, Program Manager Update, and examination by

the Reviewing Official. Lieutenant Colonel Poleski states:

The Department Of Defense Contract Performance Evaluation
system did not have the checks and balances .hich the current system
no, has, and thus the information was less reliable. We can't lose
any of these checks d balances. (44)

Lieutenant Colonel Po!eski was referring to one of the problems

discussed earlier which plagu(d the now defunct Contractor Performance

Evaluation program. That is, there were problems associated with

ensuring objectivity of the program manager evaluations (35:15). It is

vital that any automation attempt help assure the information objectivity

anud integrity.

These sent iment s are reinforced by coments made by other PRAG

members (2; 38; 52). Mr. Mutrie of the MITRE corporation stated:

The contract-or's conments are very important because it
provides a closed loop. The PRAG member can feel confident with the
information on the form. IWel need to make sure this still works
".hen automating ['he system). (38)

An importuit considecrtion raised by Colonel Prey concerned the

wnouiout of '.ork necessary to transt ,," the existing data into the automated

data has, (23). lie stated that the just ific;.tion for development arid

institution of the new system must kee ) this significant effort in mind

(23). Sine, the life of an assessment report, is relatively short (five

years), a phased implementation similar to x&fat is currently being
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accomplished with the CPARS and use of questionnaires could effectively

diminish any potential problem.

Several requirements for an automated system were identified by the

PRAG members ,which cut across all boundaries of the system and describe

the attributes a workable system should have. For this reason, the

requirements have been listed below as general goals of the system.

The system must be user friendly (19; 23; 25) and "Murphy
Proofed" (25). It should be menu driven (32), and provide the right
tools and amount of hardware to do the job (19; 4-5). It cannot make
Lhe task of the PRAG any more tedious than it alrea(, is (23).

The system must provide as easy access to the data as the PRAG
memhers have now using paper copies or the system of notebooks (19;
25; 45). Any automated system should ensure that it does not hold
up the PR.,G member (19; -15).

The system needs to he flexible enough so that, it can be
(expanded as the system matures (56).

The system should limit the amount of paper necessary for the
PR\G to get its job done (23). Effort should be put into the
printed product and the system should provide the capability to sec
the finished product on the screen (25).

Other comments made T--hich do not actually fall into the requirements

domain, but are relevant to the development effort. and the final

acceptance of the system have been included below. According to Mfr.

Raymond Albert from Electronic Sy:;tems Division, the CPARS should not be

automrtted. lie was not. very enthusiastic about putting copies of

assessment reports into a computer system, stating that the process is

t)o subject ive.

Eerything is available at a glance, %nd I would not try to
automate, thtt. A data base is useful only it' the information is
requested often, or if it has to be sorted, reshuffled hack and
forth, or analyzed someho,.. But none of that's tLrue with these
assessment reports. I looked at that a long time ago whlen someone
wanted to autornate [Electronic Systems Division's Contract
Performance Evaluation Program] data base. All that you're going to

*1 -:ct



do is spend a whole lot of time typing them all in and they're going
to sit. there for months and some even for years, and nobody is going
to look at. them. So just take originals and put them into a file.
Then when you want to look at them, you look at. them. (5)

When asked whether he felt that an automated system could have any

merit at all, Mr. Albert replied:

I would not categorically say that it. is a bad idea; some
people may have good reasons that I don't know about. But I don't
have any reasons right now Thy I would want to do it. (5)

A slightly more positive but still reserved view of an automated

system's capacities was presented by Lieutenant Colonel Poleski:

The contractor input and any questionnaires necessary to
augment the existing assessment reports will be on paper. Both of
these could somehow be put into the system, but I'm not so sure that
it. -ould be cost or time effective just to have the information on
the computer. If the assessment reports were on the computer, then
yo,, would have to read a little bit here and there. I'm coming to
the conclusion that the information would have to be all on the
system or all off. Some of the suimr.rizing of the CPARS information
could be done on a computer system, but I'm not sure it would be all
that much of a savings. If there was a way to sort through the
information in the data base, then it would be convenient for the
secretariat [PRAG assistant]. (44)

User of System. Given that an automated C'PARS could be developed,

the PR AG representatives were asked who the actual user of the system

should be.

The response to this question varied greatly. Potential users o

the system ident if ied were: an administrative assistant (6; 12; 36; 49;

56), the PRAG assistant. (secretariat) (6; 7; 10; 12; 13; 15; 24; 25; 51;

56), both the PRAG assistant and the PRAG chairman (25), the PRAG

chairma- (16), anjy PRAG member (23; 25; 28; 36; :37; 38; 41; 42; 45), and

a representative from the (PAR focal point's office (33; 52). One member

stated that as long as the system is 'user friendly," the ultimate user

should not matter (32).
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Inajlysis of Interviews with CPARS Focal Points

Interviews with the CPARS focal points were used to describe the

implementation of the performance assessment reporting process. Results

from these interviews fulfill the third objective of this research

project. A summar) of the results for each question is presented below.

The actual questions have been included in Appendix C: Survey

Instruments.

Objective 3. Determine the administrative procedures used to
coliect, process distribute, and protect contractor perormance
iffo-mat ion under the CPAtS7;

investigative Question 3. What are the administrative procedures
for collecting. processing, and distributing contractor performance
information.

Administration or the C(-AS. Each focal point 4as asked to describe

how administration of the (PARS was organized at their product division.

At Aeronautical, Munitions and Space Systems Divisions, there is one

central person responsihle for the (PARS. These divisions also hav

estahlished a point of contact in each of the two-letter offices to Keep

track of contracts requiring assessment reports. The two-letter points

of contact make sure the program manager initiates an assessment report

and that all contracts which need to be reported on are (9; 17; 5.5). At

Munit ions Systems Division each point of contact provides a quarterly

report to the CPARS focal point on the status of reports (555).

At Ballistic Systems Division there is a CP-RS foca point and an

administ rat ive assistant. There are no other points of contact (40, 0).

Electronic Systems Division has a CPARS focal point, an administrative

assi:,tant., and points of contact in each two-letter office (11; 30).
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Contractor Performance Asse-ssment Process. The (PARS focal points

w ere asked t~o describe the cont ractor performance assessment process as

it is currently implemented. The f'ocal points were asked to provide

the detailed steps and the peculiarities of the process which would not

be found in the CPARS regulation. To fac ilitate the discussion, the

process was categorized by five different Pactivities: data collection,

data input, maintenance, output, and, reporting.

DataL Coll ct ion. Data e(20 ct ion is the most compti x of' the

pentcormw-ice assessment process activities. Five steps (initiation,

evaliuat on, contractor conments, update, and review) 1were provided to the

tocal points as a oguide to help them explain how the actual assessment

report is developed. Each focal point - as asked t o cleserifle any hw)al

policies or practices~ wh~ich were distinctive to their product. division.

Pr.)cess Initiation. The program mwaager is not i fied to

initiate an assessment report. on a contract either directly by the CPAR-S

focal point (.It); 50) or throtwr', the t ' o- let I r points of cont act. 9; 17;

9 6; 55 ).

At Electronic and Mtunititons Systems Divisions th~e (PARS focal point

k-eps at suspense VLi I e so that the prog-ram manag er car, be g'ivteo 75 days

no! io ( hore the as sessment report is due. This prov id(es 30t days for

preparat ion, M)1 days for cont racter to respond, atnd 15 days for -eview

and approval t 9; 1 1; 30)

A.t 'hun it ionis Syst ems Div ision the tlocal point -f ts a quarterly

r('j V V V(oIn t he Ac N i U i S i Ii -,I I M" a agemetn t Iro rmina ion Svs t em of' al I

contIrac ts %writtenj which are over f ive, m illion dol1l1ars . The two(- let i or

point s (W rorut -c[ det ermirne whfich of t hose prog-rams requ ire assessment



reports ,aid inftorm the prog-ram manager wh±eni onie is due. The poin t s of'

con1tact tive the program manager the (P.\RS focal poinit " s riare arnd phon'c

member. The (PARS focal point then gives the program manager a copy (A

the reg;ulat ion and provides any necessary assistanice (9).

Cxice an assessment report is iniijated the focal point keeps a list

of the (lay that it, is dlue out. to the contractor, rhe day it is dlue hack

to the go(-vernimenit, anid the day i:. should be signed by the reviewing

ot Ci cial. Thle f'ocai Point k~eeps t racLK ort thin-.sses smt-nr report s t hrou'ljI

the t.,o- let ter~ poinits of (oiTtact, 19).

At Aeronauwt io-a Sys tems D)iv is iorn, the focal po int sen-ds L re-Minder

0ht- tl wo- Iet t r po ints of -ottact 120 days before the assessmen

rec cirt-; are-- diie. The re-minde(-r states -which assessmeit. reports .(,r(

sUbmitted last year and provides a schedule of' milestones tfirh shrouid be-

Alet . The two- let t r Coc.a 1 point the:L informs the jprogr-a1 maniager to)

in it iaWe an assessment. report ( 17). 'The assessment reports are -wri tten

t)ny t bret- t Trie's A \(;r in Aprili, \11igust , arid No'Ae-hcr ( 17.

At SparL(e 5-ys I ems 1)i\ is ionl update.s ac duie wheni the period ot'

pert ormanice covered by the report has expired (26; 55)

At MI I list K( "nystems Division, the review , cycle begins in April of'

flbw '. car. Us ing the Acqpik sit ion Mar-agernent Informat ion Systecm and the

si h stedmanual t2PAS Ii ingS-V-StCem, the focal 00'n I mkes a

Itt-1tpriirat i oft which rutr'acts, are c iuidida vs to tt inc trded in CPAlRS.

*\ cle-rk at BallIi stic SystOems, Div is ion has developed a template that

-oks it h Wordlerfect to C) CleI~te the f'on t ragle ot' !he, CIIP..\ f'm -. Due

to prob I nIrs -with bhe qual1it y of the report s during the i rst cycle, 'he

t'(al point itnt e.ds oni ret yp ing, each assessment report . Accord ir to Mr.



David Smit h and Ms. Pat Olson, having a co4py of the report in an

automat ed form i I I shorten the processigo time during the next c Ce.

The program managers are prohibited trom keeping a copy of the assessment

report, and having the template and the prior year's assessment report

Wi I h. I p t erm. Also, the automat ed form will maintain consistency in

the pro run descriptions during the life of the contract (50).

At Ballistic Systems Division, the Air Force System Conmmand Form 1"5

is ,, oror t'ach con ract tr,m the f'cal point to 'he prd.ran ciir,'(,or

(40; .3) . T'he front pag'e ol' the assessment report has alreadv h-en

i'impltteil thr(,ugh tht idenificat ion of the past color in hlock 14 kv a

nit mler (of the f'ocal point.'s of'f :ce u.sint the WordPerfect template. The

eva I uat r rr(I es appropr iat e char i2'es to t he t-:- i st iig i nforrma i or ad

comp let es t he assessment. Someone from the focai poit ' s )ftice ,

then ipdat e the inf'ornat ion in the word process ing temp late s(', that i

rll t- used a-gAin dunri' the n-xt cy t e.

PrO ran .Maa e r's [va1uation At each product ,:iVIsi

thl, p r , arn miInaIor has ac'cr '-s to Air ,ree Svsttms Command Rkeiila'a ijri

and the product divisions local supplement to assist the

.Aaiuati,,n process (!); 11; 17; 26; :M0; 40; 5)0; 55). Aeronautical vstems

Ply:-.,on is also estai i-hing" a 1raircin'prtru-n for proqraxn marar

7, .\t 1 I 1ist. it h vst,.ms Division speci'ic instruct ions ire e in

the Ir 11., p ,-ran dlir,c , ors.

['hr, pci c,,r;un nnuli'er narrat ivxe is l im i td to the slpace rovici,.d in

i, i'k I6 plus it' addit i iral pa-fe (1;). 'he ( rson tert'ormi i" the

ini ial asessmeto a)id the pewr"in sigoiing the form as the progrnam

dtire t ur/rnaager m'iy he di''ent. I'he lex',I oi tihis initial sigyiatur,

i-



also differs across the product divisions, as does the coordinat ion

niecessary prior to the report h eirg sent to the contractor.

At Space Systems Division the person actually responsible for tne

contract performs the evaluation and signs the form in Block 17. The

program manager then sends the form under a cover letter to the

contractor. The CP.,AS focal point does not see the report prior to its

being sent to the contractor (26; 55).

At Aeronaut ical Systems Division, the program manager or project

offticer actually in charge of the contract will fill out the assessment

report . The person .ho signs Block 17 as the program director/manager

differs between programs. It could be the actual program manager, the

three-letter, or t.o-letter. It is very flexible. What has b_,come

inflexible is that the reviewing of'icial must be a general officer t17).

For Ballistic Systems Division the lead project officer for each

contr.act provides the initial evaluation, the form goes through the

project officer's boss (the Director of ENgineering) for review, and then

is revic wed by !he program director before being submitted t.,, the

contractor. The office from uhich the assessment report is sent to the

contractor depends on the prog'ram office. For some the progan director

.i ll signi a transmittal letter which has been prepared by the focal

point's office. Other program offices will prepare their o'wn transmittal

let ter. In all cases, the focal point (or the administrat ion assistant

wi I I review the asstessment rep(rt. prior to its beitrg sent to the

co)ntractor 140; 50).

At Munitions Systems Division, the program manager evaluates the

ccrtractor and tfhen submits the initial assessment report to the
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two-letter office for review prior to its being sent to the contractor

for commnent . The evaluator is the pr grak rTnager in charge ,f the

speciric contract while the actual individual \,ho signs the form as

program director/manager is the two-letter chief (9).

Contractor Coimnents. The assessment report is sent to the

contractor by certified mail to ensure time and date of receipt. At that

point the contractor's 30 day clock starts. Contractors are asked to

provide at least a s ignat ure and date on the form. Conments are limit (,d

to bI,)ck 18 plus one additional page (9; II; 17; 26; 30; ,55.

'lle program manager (26; 55), prog'raxn director (17; 10; 5t,

t.wo-lettter chief (9) or the C.ARS focal point (40; 50) may sign the

trar-m ta Oet '-r t,, t)., crlcactor. At each o' thbe product div islons,

sample letters have been developed.

Progrram ,Magar Upate. The program manager re-vie,s the

assessment report and determines if revisions are necessary. If the

program manager decides to update the init ial asse:siimeit , it is (lone on it

ne'. 'orm which is attached to the original. If a revision is necessary,

the top portion of the new form is completed (items 1 through 5) and the

fol lowingt statement is entered in Block 12 "Revision to CPAR for period

(irisert period co, ered)." Blocks requiring revision are then updated

(11; 17; 26; 30; 40; .50; 55).

The responsible party then signs the form in Block 17 and transmits

it the revicvitug official. As stated earlier, this initial si'nature

may he t hat of the program manager, a three-letter supervisor, the

program director or two-letter officer.
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Review Process. There is only one reviewing official at

Ballistic, Electronic, and tunitions Systems Divisions. The reviewing

official for Electronic Systems Division is the vice conmmander. Prom the

program manager, the assessment report goes to director of contracting

for coordination prior to going to the reviewing official for signature

(11; 30). The reviewing official for Ballistic Systems Division is the

commander (40; 50). The reviewing official for Munitions System Division

is the vice commander (9).

At Space Systems Division, the two-letter director signs the form as

the reviewing official. The reviewing official has the opportunity to

make commnents in Block 20 (26; 55).

According to the focai point at Aeronautical Systems Division, the

signature in Block 21 of tt, assessment report must be a general Xfficer.

The reviewing official may be the two-letter officer, vice commander, or

commander depending on the program. The reviewing official makes

commentF and then signs the form (17).

Data Input. Each focal point, was asked to describe how and how

often each report was entered into the command wide data base. The focal

points were also asked whether there were any attachro-rts in addition t-

th. continuation pages for the program director/manager narrative or the

contractor's comments.

After the reviewing official signs the form, four copies are made

and ont. copy is sent to cach of the product divisions (11; 17; 26; 30;

10; 50; 55). In most cases the assessment reports are mailed to the

other product divisions as they are completed; however, the focal point
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at Aeronautical Systems Division waits until 10-12 are completed, and

then sends them out as a batch (17). Each assessment report is double

wrapped. The inner envelop is marked "Suurce Selection Sensitive - For

Official Use Only". The outer envelope is marked "To Be Opened By

Addressee Only" (9; 11; 17; 30; 40; 50).

At Munitions Systems Division the focal point makes five copies of

the assessment reports as they come in and sends a copy to each product

division plus one to Air Force Systems Command (9). The other product

divisions send a quarterly or more frequent repoct to Air Force Sy3ter.-

Connand describing the latest assessment, reports rather than sending the

actual assessment reports (i1; 17; 30; 40; 50). These reports contain

the contractor name, subsidiary of dixision, contract nm,,iec, period or

performance, and a brief description of the contract (11; 17; 30).

Each focal point must maintain a local data base of the assessment

reports originated by their own product division plus copies of

assessment reports initiated by the other product divisions. The method

of filing assessment reports differed between product divisions.

At Ballistic and Electronic Systems Divisions, assessment reports

are filed by parent corporation and sequentially by contract number. The

reports are separl-ted within each folder according to the originating

product division (11; 30; 40; 50). A problem was raised '-"e Ballistic

Systems Division focal point concerning what name to use t- te the

assessment reports. PRAG members may know a contractor by one name even

though the contractor is referred to in the CPARS regulation as something

else. The potential problem is that someone may come looking for a
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report. and not find it. The focal point and the administrative assistant

have chosen to go with the names referred to in the regulation and put

the division name in parentheses. A master listing of the contractors'

names and addresses is maintained, and within that listing cross

references are made (40; 50).

At Space Systems Division the original report is filed according to

parent corporation and division/subsidiary (26; 55).

At tunitions Systems Division, the focal point tiles the original in

a Vile folder in the source selection vault by parent corporation.

Assessment reports are nou filed by any other means; however, plans are

being made to color code the assessment reports by year and also

seg-regate them by contractor division or subsidiary (9).

At Aeronautical Systems Division, portions of the assessment report

are first. entered into a data base on the Wang computer system. Fields

include a nine-diPit reference number, the parent corporation, contractor

division or subsidiary, address, DODAAD, period covered by the initial

assessment report and the latest interim or final report, contract

number, two-letter organization responsible for the assessment., and a

brief description-of the program. The focal point stated that it takes

approximately two minutes to enter the information into the computerized

data base. The data base is used for generating reports for Air Force

Systems Cormmand and to show the PRAG members which assessment reports are

on file (17).

The Aeronautical Systems Division focal point then makes copies of

the report and files the original. The ocai point files the forms by

parent corporation, contractor division, and in order by contract number.
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The nine digit reference number xxx-yyy-zzz is an integral part of the

filing system. The first three digits (xxx) correspond to the parent

corporation. The next three digits (yyy) correspond to a division within

the parent corporation. The final three digits show the sequential order

of the actual contract within a division/subsidiary. The parent

corporation number corresponds with the order in which the name is

presented in the CPARS regulation. For example 012-yyy-zzz will be the

telfth contractor listed in Air Force Systems Conmand Regulation 800-54.

The focal point. was not sure how (or if) the numbers would be updated if

Air Force Systems Conmnud added more contractors to the list (17).

Several focal points stated that there were attachments other than

the continuation sheets for Blocks 16 and 18 which may accompany the

assessment report (26; 30; 40; 50; 55). The attachments could be a

letter from the contractor or comments made by the reviewing official or

program manager. In all cases the attachments were not. included with the

copies of the assessment reports sent to the other product divisions. At

Electronic and Space Systems Divisions, the attachments were kept with

the original assessment report (26; 30; 55). At Ballistic Systems

l)ivisien, a separate folder has been established to file any working

papers or other attachment which support. the evaluation (40; 50).

Maintenance. Four basic maintenance functions were identified

by the CPARS focal points: update the data base when a company merges or

is bottgt out by another; identify assessment reports which are to be

retained longer than five years by direction of the program manager;

remove expired assessment reports; and maintain correct descriptive

information on each contractor (name, address, points of contact).
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Contractor Name Changes. '1'o meth, ds were suggested for

handling the merging of contractors. The first method involves resorting

all existing assessment reports into a new folder. Assessment reports

for two companies uhich may merge together could be combined under the

new contractor name. Notes would then be made of the name change so that

there was a way to trace the assessment reports (11; 17; 30). In the

second method suggested, assessment reports would remain in their

ori-'inal folders, and each folder would be cross -eferenced to the other

and to a third folder with the new contractor name (9; 26; 55).

Obsolete Assessment Reports. The suggested method for

removing expired reports and the time when reports actually became

obsolete differed among the product divisions. If a program manager

wanted to keep a particular assessment report for more than five years

then notification would need to be given to the focal point 19; 26; 55).

The focal point would make a rpcord of the conversation and put a cover

letter on the assessment report explaining that it must be retained (9).

The focal point from Munitions Systems Division plans on removing

the assessment reports that are five years old and microfiche them (9).

Ballistic Systems Division plans on maintaining a manual suspense

log. ,lien the final assessment report is written the contract would be

written in a suspense log. The clock would then be started and all

reports for that contract would be kept for five years (40; 50).

At Space Systems Division the five year period is counted from Lhe

date of the reviewing official's signature. After five years the report

will be removed (26; 55). Aeronautical and Electronic Systems Divisions

have riot made plars for the removal of cbsolete reports.
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Update of Information. Ballistic Systems Division

maintains a computer data base of names and addresses for those

contractors on which they originate assessment reports. In May of each

year, the focal point sends out a list to all the contractors requesting

confirmation on the names, addresses, and points of contact for Uhich the

assessment reports should be delivered. Each year they find that there

are many changes hich need to be made (40; 50).

Output. The manner in which the PRAG members obtain

information from the CP.\RS differed across the product divisions.

Differences included the w.ay PRAG memhers requested information, access

allowed to the original file folders, and ,hether copies are made of the

assessment reports.

PRAG members at Electronic Systems Division must send a letter

requesting access to the CPARS to the focal point.. only members named in

an access letter may see the assessment reports (11; 30).

At Electronic and Space Systems Divisions, the PRAG members give the

name of contractors, prograr-is, and contract numbers which they are

interested in (11; 26; 30; 55). Space Systems Division has developed a

form so that. the focal point has all the information available to search

through the assessment reports (26; 55). According to the focal po'nt at

Electronic Systems Division, the entire folder for a given contractor is

not usually given to the PRAG member, but there is nothing prohibiting

the PRAG member from seeing the entire folder (11; 30).

At Electronic and Space Systems Divisions, no copies of the

assessment reports are made to support the PRAG analysis. The original

reports are given to the PRAG members, who then take them to the area
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hich they are working on the source selection (11; 26; 30; 55). PRAG

members are only given access to the contractor files which they are

int.rested in (11; 30).

At Munitions Systeis Division PRA, members give the focal point the

name of the contractor and the specific division. PRAGs look at all

assessment reports for a specific division and then for the entire

company. The focal point does not perform any sorting of the forms. No

opies of the reports are made. The PRAG members review the original

copies of the assessment. reports in the source selection facility. This

has not been a problem since the PRAG members are working in the same

facility ,hen performing the risk assessment (9).

At Aeronautical Systems Division PRAG members look at a list which

shows all the reports in the file. The list, generated by the Wang

data base, shows the parent corporation, reference number, number of

intermediate reports and final report if applicable, contract number,

contractor division, and a brief description of the program. The PRAG

members look at the list, and identify "Thich assessment reports they would

like to see. Copies are then made and given to the PRAG member.

According to the Aeronautical Systems Division focal point, the PRAG

members do not have access to the original files. However, if a

computerized data base for the CPARS could be developed there would be no

problem with PRG members searching through the reports as long as the

system rould limit access to only the contraotor of interest (17).

At Ballistic Systems Division, the PRNG members ask for all the

assessment reports for a given contractor, and also look at specific

divisions within a companiy. PRAG members sort through the contractor

4-17



folder for relevant assessment reports, and make copies. PRAG members

are allowed to take them back to the source selection area 'here they are

working. The copies of the assessment reports used become a permwient

part of the source selection record (40; 50).

Report i g. Each person interviewed was asked what reports they

need to generate as the CPARS focal point.

As stated earlier, four of the five product divisions submit

quarte-rly or more frequently to Air Force Systems Command a report

describing the latest. assessment. reports Ill; 17; 30; 40; 50). These

reports contain the contractor name, subsidiary of division, contract

niunber, period or performance, and a brief description of the contract

(11; 17; 30).

In addition, Air Force Sy stems Command Regulation 800-54 (1:3)

requires each focal point to submit annually a report which states the

name and address of the contract division or subsidiary; the parent

corporation; the number of times the contractor has submitted proposals;

and any new oft'erors for inclusion in the data base (9; 11; 26; 30; 40;

50; 55).

The focal points also had to prepare reports for local use within

the product divisions.

At Electronic Systems Division occasioi ally the focal point must

prepare a talking paper stating the number of assessment reports on file,

the niunher of contractors, number of assessment reports per contractor,

and the number of programs which have had PRAGs and looked at the CP.RS

(11; 30).
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The focal point at Munitions Systems Division builds a report that

goes to the conmmander on incomplete assessment reports from information

gathered w.hile tracking their progress. One chart is prepared which has

a list. of contracts, the date assessment reports were due out, the

actually mailing date, the date reports were returned by the contractor

and the date of approval by the reviewing official (9).

Problems Inherent to the Process. Each focal point was asked if

th(,y had found my problems inherent to this process and "whether they had

alV suggest ions for recommended improvement s.

Ms. Irene Biddy from Electronic Systems Division stated that the

,nly problems ere with educating the people and getting the process

start ed 1l)

Ms. Gail Vranicar from Space Systems Division stated that there is a

mandate to streamline the process; reduce the number of evaluators and

the time fo- evaluation. AXt the same time, there is the need to have a

PR\G. To keep the rumber of people do.-n, Space Systems Division often

makes memers of the evaluation team perform double duty with the PRAG,

which stretches out the time. Dedicating people to the PRAG function

also happens, but at a cost of increased personnel requirements. Ms.

Vtanicar emphasiz ed that the PRAG proeess w.as added value to the

sfle't ion decision and is .orth the extra effort (55).

A second problem ident ifi ed by Ms. Vran icar was that prior lo the

(j) \R.S, Space Systems Division generated detailed qpuesti onnaires tailor--d

to tht, speciti c prog-rams. In terms of relevancy, Ms. Vranicar was not

sure that an assessment report from CPARS could provide the necessary

informat ion without follow-up intervie ,s. She stated that the CPARS was
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great in that, there is a standilng Oody of data and PRAG members have some

place to start (55).

The only problem identified with the process by Mr. Michael Cushing

of Aeronautical Systems Division was that there have been requests to use

the CPARS information for other than source selections. Air Force Audit

Agency, system program managers, and Air Force Systems Commald have asked

for copies of asses-ment reports (17).

A problem identified by Mr. David Smith from Ballistic Systems

Division involves the ideritifi( .tion of the corporate chief executive

officer or authorized person for a company ,,ho must submit letters

request ing authocizat ion access to review assessment reports in the

CPAIRS 1-50). The guidance provided in Air Force Systems Command

Regrula ion 800-54, paragraph 9.b, (1:3-4) states that a CPARS access

letter from the corporate chief executive officer, or a letter by the

corporate chief executive ofticer designating other approval officials,

in addit ion to a CPARS access letter signed by the designated person mst

, presented to the CPARS focal point.. The basic question is hether the

initial corporate official must be from he parent corporation or whether

the official can be the chief executive of the division or subsidi--ry.

At Bal list ic Systems Division each asse,-,sment report is being

entered on a word processing template by the administrative assistant.

>s. Pat ()lson, the CPARS administrative assistant from Ballistic Systems

Divisiton, stated that Ballif:tic Systems Division is approximately one

third throumgh this cycle and it has been very labor intensive so far.

Ms. Olson also stated that she expects the worst is yet to come (50).
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Mr. George Bates, the CPARS focal point for Munitions Systems

Division, identified several problems with the current process. Two

problems are the reluctance of program managers to comtpicLe "n assessment

report, and getting the assessment report mailed to the contractor on

t ime.

For program managers, preparing the assessment report is a low
priority item when compared to their other functions. Also the two-
letter officers are busy people and review of the assessment report
takes time. (9)

Ihe rel problem, according to Mtr. Bates, occurs once the assessment.

report has been returned by the cont ractor. The wait between the time

the tvo-letter receives the assessment report and the point where the

reviewi"ng official sitns it is unacceptable. Mr. Bates stated that there

are eight different coordination blocks to get a single assessment report

to the reviewing official (9).

Protection of Information. According to the CPARS regulation, all

informiation contained in the system is considered source selection

sensit ive. Each focal point was asked what special constraints, for the

transportation, protection, and storage of this data was currently being

exerri sd.

The Air Force Systems Command Form 125 is marked "Source Selection

Seisit iv( -- For Official Use Only (when filled out)" (17). According to

the Aeronaut ical Systems Division focal point, there could be several

di ffrnt interpretations as to when the form is actually filled out and

i omes source select ion sensit ive. It could be when the program manager

provides the init ial evaluat ion or Then the reviewing official final ly

signs the form in Block 21. (ce it is filled out and gets to the focal

point, it is protected at all times. There is no instructions in the
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current supplement which describe how to handle the assessment report

prior to it being completed (17).

The assessment reports are kept in a file drawer in a jocked room or

vault with controlled access and are only released to PRAG members with

authorized access (9; 11; 26; 40; 50; 55). Ai Munitions Systems Division

no one can get to the CPARS unless they deal directly with the CPARS

focal point (9). While in transit between offices, the assessment report

i s hand carried and kept underneath a source se le- t ion seris it. ive cover

sheet.. The assessment report is never left unattended (9; 11; 26; 40;

50; 55). When assessment reports are mailed, they are double wrapped and

appropriately marked (11; 26; 40; 50; 55). The transmittal letter to the

contractor highlights the fact that the report is source selection

sensitive and the restrictions on its use (26; 55).

With the exception of Ballistic Systems Division, the assessmen,

reports are not prepared using word processors but are being typed on

typewriters. Ms. [rene Biddy, from Electronic Systems Division, stated

that if the program managers ,ere to use word processors there would have

to be some special type of protection constraints. She further stated

that this may require the implementation of' an automated CPARS to use a

full time data input clerk whose responsibility would be to key in

assessment reports (11).

Sizing the (PARS Data Base. Focal points were asked to identify the

number of assessment reports which orii'inated from their product division

and to est imate how that number would increase based on new contracts and

addition of new contractors. Thne existing number of assessment reports

for each product division is listed in Table 4-6.
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Table ,4-6

Number of Assessment Reports Currently in the CP.,S

Product Division Number of Assessment Reports

Aeronautical Systems Division 130

Ballistic Systems Division 5(

Electronic Systems Division 63

Munitions Systems Division 34

Space Systems Division 47

324

Focal points from Aeronautical, Ballistic, Electronic and Space

Systems Divisions expect an increase in over five times the amount of'

assessment reports currently in the system in the next five years.

However, the focal points felt that the increase would not be

substantially more than five times the amount unless the system expands

to include service contracts (11; 17; 26; 40; 50; 55).

These same focal points recognize that there has been some interest,

to add other contractors to the list. However, they do not anticipate

the number of' contractors increasing unless the CLPARS is expanded to

include other type contracts (11; 17; 26; 40; 50; 55).

Mr. George Bates from Munitions Systems Division anticipates the

number of reports to grow much larger than five times the number of

repu, rts in the system (9). Mr. Bates also expects the number of players

to increase dramatically. Mr. Bates stated that he has about eight new

companies '-hich Munitions Systems Division would like to add to the list.

Each year he expects that they would add more names (9).
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It' there were a ten-percent increase in the number of contracts each

year (which seems appropriate and also conservative considering the

information provided by the focal points) the number of reports which

could be expected in the system is shown in Table 4-7. The figures

shown in Table 4-7 are based on the assumption that reports would be held

for a full five years and that. a negligible number of contracts would be

completed during that period. It is expected that sometime after the

init ial five years, the number of initial assessment reports written on

new contracts would not exceed the nunber of contracts expiring for a

given perind. At that point in time the num'ber of contracts in the

system would remain fairly constant.

Table 4-7

Growth of CPARS

1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994

'Niuber of Added
Assessment Reports 324 356 392 431 474 521

Total Number of
Assessment Reports 324 680 1072 1503 1977 2498

*Interim or final reports plus initial reports for new contracts.

Existing Com puter Sstems. Each focal point was asked to identify

the computer systems and software packages currently in use in their

offices. Their response is summarized in Table 4-8. The small computer

technical centers at Eglin and Hanscom Air Force Bases were contacted to

determine whether Zenith Z-248 or other MS-DOS based computers were
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currently in use. All five product division locations currently use and

support the Z-248 computer, although not all focal points have access to

Z-248 computers.

Table .1-8

Existing Computer Systems

Product Division Computer Systems Software Packages

Electronic Systems Wang

Space Systems Z-248s WordSTAR
Lotus 1-2-3,R
MultiMate
Enable

r M

Aeronaut ical Systems Z-248s

Wang

Ballistic Systems Z-248s WordPerfectR,

Lotus 1-2-3
dBASE III""
Harvard GraphicsT M

Munitions Systems --

Only the CPT is used for CPARS related information. Z-248
computers are currently in use at Hanscom Air Force Base.

- Does not have any computers as the CPARS focal point. Z-248
computers are currently in use at Eglin Air Force Base.

Capabilities Expected From an Auto-ted System. The focal points

were asked to think about the performance assessment process and explain

how an automated information system would apply to each activity. The
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activities are listed below with the focal points suggested capabilities.

Suggestions .ere made for six of the seven activities.

Data Collection. Electronic Systems Division keeps a suspense

file so that the program manager can be given 75 days before an

assessment report is due. This provides 30 days for preparation, 30

days for a contractor to respond, aid 15 days for review and approval.

Ms. Irene Biddy and Ms. Cynthia Keefe stated that it would be nice if a

computerized system provide that capability. They also stated that there

would have to be a manual backup because the system that they have is

notorious for being cioun (11; 30).

According to Mr. Michael Cushing, an automated system would help the

focal point and the PRAG members, but would probably make life for the

program offices more difficult (17). Mr. Cushing stated that it would be

up to the program offices to input the data. He anticipates the program

manager would provide a disk with everything on it. The disk could then

be put on the Z-248 to update the data base (17).

Data Input. Mr. Cushing stated that he would expect to receive

a disk with an entire assessment report on it. He wanted to make it

clear that the source selection office at Aeronautical Systems Division

did not have the resources to enter the entire assessment report into a

computer data base. Mr. Cushing also stated that the time to get the

whole assessment report into the data base should not exceed ten minutes

(17). Mr. Cushing currently spends between two and three minutes to

update the Wang data base when each assessment report is received (17).

Ballistic Systems Division is already using the Acquisition

Management Information System and the data base of contractor names and
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addresses to help the initiation of the process. Mr. Smith and Ms. Olson

also stated that the word processing template created using WordPerfect

or something similar could be used for data input (40; 50).

Maintenance. No capabilities were suggested for this activity.

Analysis. According to Mr. Smith, a sorting capability to help

the PRAG members find relevant reports would be a big benefit (50). Mr.

Smith also suggeste~d that if there was a central data base, then one

office could look at the reports and come up with a corporate trend.

'Ihis would then provide PRAGs across all the product divisions a

consistent corporate profile for each contractor (50).

Output. An automated system could help with the quality of the

reports. With reproduction of the forms, there is an opportunity to get

poor copies (26; 55). An automated system could help with transmission

of the reports. Space Systems Division has people working source

selections in Florida and throughout the state of California. Under the

current system, it is difficult to get the information to these people.

For the source selection in Florida the focal point needed to make copies

of the assessment reports, which was against Space Systems Division

policy (26; 55). The capability to download information directly from

the assessment reports to the charts that need to be briefed to the

Source Selection Authority would also be helpful (40; 56).

Reporting. All five focal points and their assistants felt

that an automated system could very easily generate the types of reports

which must be provided by the CPARS focal point.

Protection. The focal points stated that the system must be

able to provide protection of the data in such a way that a PIAG member
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or contractor could be limited access to a specific contractor. There

needs to be some way to segregate the data base so that access can be

controlled (11; 30).

User of the Automated System. Given that an automated information

system could be developed to help collect, process, and disseminate

contractor performance information to assist PRAGs in their performance

risk assessment each focal point was asked xho would be the appropriate

person to sit in front of the computer terminal and generate the product.

At Aeronautical, Ballistic, Munitions and Space Systems Divisions,

the focal points felt that the PRAG members would be the best users of

the system (9; 17; 26; 40; 50; 55). Mr. Smith from Ballistic Systems

Division stated that he could not see any benefit in having a

representative from the focal point's office perform the sorts.

The PRAG members know ,hat is relevant and so it would be in
their best interest to sit down at the system. r believe that it
would save a lot of time if the reports could be sorted through in
some automated fashion. (50)

Ms. Keefe from the Electronic Systems Division felt that a

representative from the CPARS Focal Point's office would be the most

efficient user of the system.

This way only one person would be going into the system. It.
woild require a change of duties for the administrative assistant,
hut it would result in the most efficient way of doing business.
The PRAG could provide instructions and the assistant could create
an information product. (30)

s. Keefe stated that she did not know of any reason why a PR,%G

member could not perform the sorts and build reports themselves as long

as the data could be protected to limit access to only contractors for

the instant source selection (11). This same concern for isolation of

the data was expressed by individuals from Aeronautical and Space Systems
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Divisions (17; 26; 55). Mr. Cushing from Aeronautical Systems Division

also felt that the focal point should control any printing of CPARS data

by the PRAG members (17).

Development of the Requirements Baseline

The requirements baseline represents a synthesis of all requirements

determined to this point. The capabilities expressed during the

interviews with PRIG members and CPARS focal points, the procedures

necessary to support. the PRAG process and CPARS acministrati, n funct ions,

and the reg-latory constraints applied to the information and to the

system all had to be consolidated into a concise set of system levei

requirements. The development of the requirements baseline implements

the first part of the final objective of this research project.

Objective 4. Establish the requirements baseline and conceptual
design for an automated information system, based on the CPARS, to
collect, process, protect, and disseminate contractor perofn.aiice
assessments.

Investigative Question 4. What system capabilities are dictated by
the information requirements or PRAGs and the implementation
procedures of the (PARS?

The requirements baseline represents the system level capabilities

%hich must, exist in order to meet the user's needs. The baseline will

inc lude both expressed and derived requirements.

Expressed requirements are the specific attributes of the system

which have been stated by the user. in this case, the expressed

r-,Luire(ments are the system capabilities which have been identified by

the PRAG representatives and the (PARS focal points.

Derived requirements represent those which have not been explicitly

stated, but are essential to make the system operable. The primary
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sources for the derived requirements are the procedures used and types of

informat ion required by past, PRAGs, and the administrative procedures in

effect to collect, process, and distribute contractor performance

information. Lower level derived requirements will also appear during

the design process as specific interfaces are identified.

Each detailed step, activity, and desired capability as described by

every one of the PRAG members and CPARS focal points was carefully

analyzed to extract the system level requirements. The intent of this

proc(ess .as to identitfy all requirements independent of the ntmber of

irdivi(juals who recognized them. A common thread through the process was

sotght to maintain coherence and consistency. No effort was made to

prioritize requirements.

The primary reason for developing the requirements baseline was to

support the construction of the conceptual model of the system. The

conceptual model replicates much of the content of the requirements

baseline vhile providing a user orientation to the system design. Since

the conceptual desi;,n will be described in detail, the requirements

baseline has been presented as an appendix. The interested reader may

.ant. to review Appendix E: Reguirements Baseline prior to Chapter V in

order to follow the complete process of this project.
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V. Deve lopmentDesig

Conceptual Design

The conceptual design is a user oriented description of the required

capabilities of the system. The conceptual design describes the

applications of the system as the user sees them (18:577). The basis of

the conceptual model was established early during the requirements

atnalysis stage with the characterization of the Derformance assessment,

process as seven dirferent act ivities. These act ivities are data

coIt fet ion, dat a input , maintenance, analysis, out put., report, i ng, and

protection. The purpose of this section is to describe the relationships

amo ng the seven act. ivit. ies, ard the interact ion -f the act ivit ies .- ith

the core ot the system, the data base of performance assessment reports.

Investigative Question 5. How do the established requirements
affect the architecture for the automated information system?

To answer this quest ion, the expressed u-d derived requirements

se i fi ed in t he requ i rements -aseline had t o be allocated t o t he

architecture of the automated system. A transact ional model as described

by Dr. Roger Pressmen in Software Fl;ngineeringt a Practitioner's Approach,

C.h.s hosen for this purpose (-17:262-265). The model consists of a hub

or decisio(n cent er t-hich can start, one or more of the many different

transactions required by the system. Ech of the requirements

established hy the user needs to he atocated to tine or more transactions

,ithin the sysl et.

''p-level Conceptual Des ii. Th top-level transactional model tif)r

the CrAteS is shown in Figure 5-1. The transaction center acts as the
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User Interface

Menu CPARS

Data Base

Center

Reporting

Collect

Input
Data AnalIys is

Maintain

Data

Figure 5-1. Top Level Transaction Flow Diagram For CPARS Automation

interface to the external world for all applications of the system. The

hub also acts as a protection mechanism for the sensitive performance

information. In much the same way as the focal point restricts access to
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the files of assessment reports, the transaction center will control the

interface to the CPARS data base.

The user, through some interface to the system, will select one of

many different transactions. This is portrayed as a menu in the

transaction flow diagrams. The system will perform requested functions

based on the access allowed to the particular individual. Access to the

system would be defined and controlled by the CPARS focal point. Because

protection of the sensitive information must be an inherent part of every

action in the system, it is riot depicted as a separate activity.

Lower-level Conceptual Desin. The following series of transaction

flow diagrams allocate the requirements stated in the baseline to the

conceptual design. In many instalices, the requirements overlap more than

one of the seven activities and the boundaries tend to blur. This is

especially true for data collection and data input, analysis and output,

and output and reporting activities. Four summary transaction flow

ciagra ns and eleven detailed transact ional flow diagrams will be

discussed in the remainder of this section.

Perform Data Collection and Data Input Activities. Due to the

close relationship of the data collection and data input activities

they have been combined and will be described together. The smmriarv

transaction flo diagram for data collection and input is shown in

Figure 5-2.

'Me statement in the top right corner of the diagrun represents an

opt ion from the main menu for the CPARS automated system. The seven

transactions shown beneath the center represent options from a lower

level menu for data collection and input.
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User Interface Performn Data Collection and
D~ata Input activities.

Centercto

Evaluation ieviwUdt

Fig ure 6-2. Data Collection and Input Suxmmary Transaction Flow Diagram
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Identify Contracts Which Require Initial and Intermediate

or Final Assessment Reports. The first two options for the data

collection and input tasks are to initiate the assessment process. The

transactional flow diagrams are depicted in Figures 5-3 and 5-4.

The user of the system for these transactions is the CPARS focal

point or the two-letter point of contact. Initiation processes of

selecting contracts for initial assessments (Figure 5-3) and intermediate

or final assessments (Figure 5-4) are nearly identical. The only

differences are the source which is checked to identify contracts to

report on Cor a given period and the amount of preparation necessary to

create new records. The Acquisition Management Information System (AMIS)

ur a similar source should be checked to identify contracts for initial

assessment s.

Once an assessment has been written for a given contract, the CPARS

data base can be checked for interim and final assessment reports. The

CPARS tucal point will use information extracted from the Acquisition

Management Information System or the CPARS data base to create new

records for each of the contracts identified and then notify the program

manag er that u assessment is due. When initializing the record, the

name/address data base should be checked for corrections (see the

maintenance transaction flow diag'ram for further information on this data

base). When the programin tmanager is notified, the focal point will make

al entry into the tracking log.
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CPARS Identify contracts t-hich
Focal Point require an assessment report

initiated this period.

Menu CPARS

Data Base

Chrom AllIS

for New,

Contracts

Contracts
Identified

New' Records Program

Manager

Initialize Update

With Data Tracking

From AMIS Log

Figure 5-3. Identify Contracts Requiring Initial Assessment Reports
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CPARS Identify contracts which
Focal Point require intermediate or final

assessments this period.

~Data Base

Figue 5-. Idntif CoTranctRirngnemdaeo ia

Check

Data Base

Initialize Update
With Existing Trackin

Data Log

Figue 5-4. Identify Contracts Reuiring Intermediate or Final

Assessment Reports
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Perform Initial Evaluation. Once notified that an

assessment is due, the program manager selects the "perform initial

evaluation" option from the data collection and input menu. The

transaction flow diagram for this process is shown in Figure 5-5. The

program manager should have the option to key the information directly

into the data base input form or to enter into an interactive environment

w ith the system.

When program managers choose the interactive environment, they' -ill

be asked probing questions for each item in Blocks It and 15 of the

report. The purpose of the questions iz to help the prog-ram manager

provide the level of detail it, the narrative section required to support

the PRAGs. The proram manager's answers to the probing questions will

be annotated in the portion of the record reserved for the narrative

section (Block 16) of the CPARS form. Examples of standard language or

key words to describe the phase of the process, type of technology, and

type of work performed should be available to the program manager. Upon

completing the assessment, the program manager would enter into a word

processing function and edit the comments. The program manager should be

able to review any prior period's assessment report for that contract.

Once the evaluation is complete, the record in the data base is

updated. A transmittal let'er is prepared by either the CPARS focal

point or t ho program manager. The assessment report apd letter are then

readied to be sent to the contractor. At any time prior to the

assessment report's being sent to the contractor, the focal point should

have the option for review.
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Contractor's Comments. The program manager or CPARS focal

point sends the assessment and transmittal letter to the contractor by

certified mail or some other method. When the contractor receives the

assessment, the tracking log is updated and the 30-day clock for

contractor coiments is set. Upon receipt of the response from the

contractor or 30 days after receipt by the contractor, the focal point

Will update the tracking log. 1he record containing the preliminary

assessment is updated with the contractor's comments, at which time the

prog-ram manager's review and revision process begins. The transaction

flow diagram for this phase of the data collection/data input process is

shown in Figure 5-6.

Review and Revise Assessment. The transaction flow

diagram for this activity is presented in Figure 5-7. The program

manager reviews the assessment report and determines if revisions are

necessary. If revisions are not. necessary, the report is validated and

submitted to the product division reviewing official.

If revisions are necessary, the information in Blocks 1 through 5 of

the assessment report is transferred to a new record and }i e statement

"Revision to CPA for period dd/mnn/yy to dd/mm/yy" is entered in Block 12

of the new record. Ratings or comments requiring revision are then

updated. Reasons for the changes are entered in the remarks section.

The program manager or other responsible party validates the Pssessment

and submits it to the reviewing official. When action is complete the

tracking log for that contract is updated.
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Product Division Review. The product division reviewing

official examines the assessment report and makes any comments in Block

20. The assessment report is then validated by signature in Block 21 or

by some other method. If the review is performed on-line, the record can

be sealed as part of the validation process so that it is forever write

protected. If a hard copy is pres nted to the reviewing official, the

sealing step must be performed as part of updating the local and command

wide data bases. The transaction flow diagram is shoun in Figure 5-8.

Reviewing Review and validate the
Official performance assessment report.

' CPARS
~Data Base

Transaction

FiRee-.vrdutDiiioewve

Assessment Provide -
Report Comments Validate

Assessment

Update Seal Record
Tracking Containi n

Log Assessment

Figure 5-8. Product Division Review
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Update Local and Command Wide Data Bases. If not

accomplished during the previous transaction, the reviewing official's

comments must be inserted into the record. The record should then be

sealed so that it cannot be altered in any manner. A sealed record will

permit read access only. The record will then be inserted into the local

and conmiand wide data bases. After each assessment is inserted into the

CPARS data base, or at some regularly scheduled interval, the focal point

will prepare a report of assessments added and submit it to Air Force

Systems Comnanud. This activity is depicted Figure 5-9.

CPARS Update local and command-wide data bases.
Focal Point

Menu 
CPARS

Data Base
-Transaction

Center

SUpdate Record With Record Updated

Reviewing Official's by Reviewing
Comments Official

Seal Record Insert Record
Containing Into Local

Assessment. Data Base

Update

Command-wide

- Dat Bas Prepare Report

f or HQ 
ASC

Figure 5-9. Update CPARS Data Base
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Maintenance Activities. The user for this function is the

CPARS focal point. There are four primary transactions for the

maintenance activity as depicted in Figure 5-10.

CPARS Perform maintenance activities.
Focal Point

Identify ed

Data Base
Transac t ion

Center

Adjust Data Base Maintain Correct
for Megers and Contractor
Name CPanges Information

Cro dreference PrepareOl ad ewName/Address [I '

Names Report ] Transmit to
Contractor

Receive

____Corrections-

SIdentify Recordsto be Saved Longer Update
Check Data Data Base

~Base for Expired

Assessments
Update List

of Assessments
to be Saved

~Delete
Records

Periodic

Review

Figure 5-10. Perform Maintenance Activities
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The system should provide the capability required to adjust for

mergers, or contractor name changes. By choosing this option the CPARS

focal point should be able to cross reference records in the data base

between the old contractor names and the new contractor names. Once

accomplished, a user of the system will be able to query for an

assessment. report on a contractor and not. have to worry what name it is

listed under in the data base.

The next two options provide the focal point the ability to search

for and remove expired reports, and to annotate and save assessment

reports which have been selected by program managers to keep for longer

than five years.

The final maintenance option is for maintaining a data base of

correct names, addresses and points of contact for contracts in %hich a

final assessment report has not been written. Each product div. *on

wuld track the contractors for which they originate assessment reports.

Once each year, the CPARS focal point, would send out a list to all the

contractors requesting confirmation of the information. When corrections

are received the name/address data base is updated. The information in

this data base can be checked to make sure records for intermediate and

final assessments are correct when initiated.

Analysis Activities. The primary users for the analysis

activities are the PRAG members. The CPARS focal point will have to

prepare the data base so that access by the PRAG members is limited to

the contractors for the immediate source selection. The sumary

transaction flow diagram for analysis activities is shown in Figure 5-l.

Each of the four transactions is presented in lower level diagrams.
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PRAG Member Perform anialysis activities.

Data Base

Transact ion a sc i

~Risk
~As ses sment

Planning and
Documentat ion

Support

fFind Relevant
Assessment

Deseript ire L Reports
Statistics, on
the Data Bse]

Figure 5-11. Analysis Activities

Plannin and Documentation Support. The PRAG members and

the program manager wilco be able to access the system for information on

regulations, instructions, local supplements, sample formats, awid word

processing templates to help establish the responsibilities an~d

methodology; and make sure correct words and format are used for required

documen ta ti on.

PRG members ezui use the system to review fre(4ueit ly used criteria

fr determining relevancy. The PRAG member will choose the criteria

based on the commnon examples and any unique criteria for that program.

The criteria chosen will be available for screening examples of
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Provide Descriptive Statistics. Two basic options are

presented to the PRAG member for descriptive statistics on the CPARS data

base. The PRAG member can select a description of the trends for Block

14 and 15 items over initial, intermediate, and final assessments for a

selected contract; or the PRAG member may select a parent corporation or

division/subsidiary name and receive descriptions of the information

across many contracts. The transaction flow diagram for this activity is

picIred in Figure 5-13.

When choosing the second option the PRAG member may use any of the

relevanicy criteria set during the planning process to limit the size of

the data base. Reports can be viewed on the monitor or made available

for printing.

Find Relevant Information. Using the selected relevancy

criteria, the PRAG member can search through the CPARS data base for

assessment reports which are pertinent to the program under evaluation.

The search capability will key on information which is identified in

standard fields and on information which may or may not be provided

within certain fields on the assessment report.

The PRAG member has three different options for the format in .hich

irformat ion from the CPARS data base will be presented. The PRAG member

can choose to view/print the entire assessment report as the Air Force

Systems Conmand Form 125, create a unique report format, or select one of

the standard report forms provided by the system. When viewing the

report on the monitor, the PRAG member will be able to move both backward

and for-ward through the document and leave the report from any location
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PRAG Member Provide descriptive statistics.

k Menu

CPARS
Data Base

~Transaction
Center

Selecte ttSpecific Select Parent or

Contract Division/Subsidiary

% 
Name

Trend Report

Frequency Frequency PcAverage
of Ltrof ratings

Contracts Rat.ings

Select Select Select,

Criteria Cri teria Criteria

'Select Print/View Print/View

Opt ion [Summry Summary
Report Rp_.or t

View/Print | View/Print View/Print
Sunmvwry of [ Entire Summry of

Each Assessment [ Assessment all Contracts

Figure 5-13. Provide Descriptive Statistics
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within the document. The system should allow the PRAG member to search

and sort assessment reports, scan descriptive information arid color

ratings, and focus on specific coxmnents in the program director/manager

narrative.

The PRAG member also has the option to extract key information

elements into a word processing file where they can be summarized and

then transferred to a standard or unique report format. The transaction

flow diagram for this activity is depicted in Figure 5-14.

Perform Risk Assessment.. Performance Risk Assessment is a

two step process which first checks to determine each programs' relevance

to the effort being considered and then subjectively summarizes across

all contracts so that a risk assessment for each area could be assigned.

Although not specifically requested by any PRAG member, this process

seems to lend itself to the use of a decision support system.

lhe PRAG m(mber would first consolidate all the pertinent cormnents

and ratings frim the relevant. assessment reports. Using the decision

support software, the PRAG member would assign the relative importance of

each of the source selection evaluation criteria to the performance risk

assessment. Depending on the program, this could be at. the area or item

Icvel. The PRAG member then looks at the information which he determined

to be relevant. Using the decision support software, the PRAG member

determines the relative importance of each example of contractor

performance to the evaluation criteria.

The support software in no way would be making the decision for the

PRAG member; rather, it simply provides a way to organize the various

elements of information. This activity is depicted in Figure 5-15.
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PRAG Member Find relevant assessment information.

~Menu

CPARS
Data Base

Select
Criteria

option

View/Print ! View/Print

Assessment Standard
Report Report

Create Extract

Un i que Key

Repor n mt Information

View/Print 
]Select 

Items
Unique ReportTrsfrt

Fo rma t

Word Process ing

File Modi fy and

F ormat
~~Commen ts

[Standard or Unique
SReport Format,

Figure 5-14. Find Relevant Assessment Information
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PRG Member Perform risk assessment.

Menu

Data Base

Consolidate Comments
and Ratings for Each
Relevant Contract

[ Dcision

Support
Software

Determine Importance of Determine Importance of
Each Example of Performance Each Evaluation Criteria to
to the Evaluation Criteria the Performance Assessment

Performance
Risk

Assessment

Figure 5-15. Perform Risk Assessment
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Generate Reports and Prepare Output. The transaction flow

diagram shown in Figure 5-16 addresses the required output to support

PRAG analysis and the reports needed to support CPARS administration.

Output will be available both for display on the computer screen and

in hard copy. The system will provide copies of assessment reports,

standard format summary reports, output of descriptive statistics, and

user defined formats to support the PRAG member's tasks.

The CPARS focal point has three basic reports .hich must be created

to support the administration of the CPARS. The first type includes the

reports submitted quarterly or more frequently to Air Force Systems

Command describing the latest assessment reports entered into the system.

These reports must state the contractor name, subsidiary of division,

contract number, period or performance, and a brief description of the

contract. All of this information is available directly from the CPARS

data base. Also included in the first type of report is the requirement

for each focal point to submit annually a report which identifies the

name and address of contractor divisions and/or subsidiaries; parent

corporations; the number of times each contractor has submitted

proposals; and any new offerors for inclusion in the data base.

The second type of report captures information from the tracking log

,hich is consistently updated during the data collection and input

processes. The report will be used Cor identifying slow points in the

system and to provide information to support local requirements.

The final type of report which can be generated by the CPARS focal

point captures information from the contractor name/address data base.

Reports are sent to contractors yearly to correct the information.
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VI. Conclusions and R comnendat ions

This chapter describes the conclusions reached as a result of this

research effort and offers recomnendations for additional steps to ensure

the successful implementation of an automated system which can support

the performance risk assessment, process.

The four objectives established early in this study are printed

leio' ,. The olject ives pr(ved to he ain invaluable tool If, t maintaining"

the tocus of this project through the research process.

Objective 1. Define the information required and procedures used h v
the Performance Risk 4ssessmet:t Group (PRAG) to institute the current
pol icy for providing" a risk assessmiit to support the source select ion
decision process;

Objective 2. Determine the extent to Which information derived from
a fully operational Contractor Performance Assessment Reporting System
(CP4RS) can support the performance risk assessment process;

Objective 3. Determine the administrative procedures used to
collect, process, distribute, and protect contractor per formance
informat ion under the CP4RS; and,

Object ive 4. Establish the requirements baseline and conceptual
design for an automated information system, based on the CP4RS, to
collect, process, protect, and disseminate contractor performance
assessmen ts.

Jlnilemeitation of Object ives

A tailored approach to the traditional method for software systems

development was chosen to design an automated information system to

assist the performance risk assessment process. This research effort

implemented the first three steps of the tailored development

methodology. The five steps which comprised the methodology for

information systems development is described in Figure 6-1.
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Step 1. Problem Definition Step 3. Development/Design

- Define Scope - Conceptual Design
- Set Objectives - Physical Design

Step 2. Requirements Analysis Step 4. Implementation

- Determine Requirements Step 5. Verification/Validation
- Establish Baseline

Figure 6-1. Tailored Approach to Systems Development

Implementation of the requirements analysis step resulted in a

complete description of the procedures used and the information reluired

to support the performance risk assessment process. The role of the

CPARS as a primary source of information to support this process was

described and assessed. The administrative procedures used to collect,

process, distribute, and protect contractor performance information were

determined. The completion of these steps fulfilled the first three

objectives of the research process.

The information collected from PRAG members, CPARLS focal points, and

app)licable regulations was synthesized into a clear statement of the

required capabilit ies for the automated information system to support

performance assessment. The requirements baseline provides a sound

foundation for the future development and implementation of the CPARS

automautted intformation system.

The research process followed the tailored methodology through the

development of a conceptual model for the system. The conceptual model

developed describes the applications necessary to support the performance
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assessment process. The focus of the conceptual design was the user

of the system. The conceptual model demonstrates how the applications of

the information system can assist the user in the various steps of the

assessment process.

The completion of the requirements baseline and the conceptual

desigi for the automated information system fulfilled the final objective

of this research project.

Although the physical design and actual implementation of

applications were beyond the scope of this research effort, sufficient

time allowed for the development of an initial capability thich builds on

and enhances the tools currently in use at. Aeronautical and Ballistic

Sys tems Divisions.

An initial capability was developed using the integrated software

package Eiable (Version 2.15) and an IBM1 XT compatible computer system.

I-hahle was used to create a data base, input forms, and several report

Forms .ich combine the basic functions of the automated capabilities at

both Ballistic and Aeronautical Systems Divisions. Funct ions were

desigrned to allow for flexibility and growth, considering that

implementation may be dependent on the eventual capabilities of this

systlcm. A description of' the system design and the operating procedures

is presented in Appendix G. A copy of the soft.ware can be obtained from

the Director of Research, AFIT/LSC Wright-Patterson AFB OH -45433-06583.

('ottc us i ()ns anid R commendat io s

State of the Performance Assessment Initiatives. The results

achieved by meeting the first three objectives provide an account of the

performance risk assessment and contractor assessment reporting processes
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as they have been implemented across the five product, divisions. This

assessment of the current state of the system comes at a critical point,

approximately one year after the processes were initiated. Differences

in procedures, methodology and results, problems with current

implementation, lessons learned, and suggested changes have carefully

been reported. The performance assessment initiatives, although still

relatively new, have become an integral part of the source selection

prncess throughout Air Force Systems Command.

There is diversity in the implementation of the performance

assessment init iatives among' the five product divisions. In some cases

the differences are driven by the tnique requirements and considerations

of each produict division. However, differences can also be attributed to

a lack of definitive central guidance. Air Force System Command

supplements to Air Force Regulations 70-15 and 70-30 have still not been

updated. These doctunents, when final, will provide official guidance for

.Air Force Systems Commiand source selections and for the use of

Performance Risk Assessment Groups as part of the source selection

process.

Recommrndation. Each product division should compare and

assess the varied procedures used to implement the performance risk

assessment and performance assessment reporting processes. The best

procedures should be selected to ensure an accurate assessment of a

('ntractor's past performance is provided to the Source Selection

Author i ty.

Development of an Automated Information System. This research

showed that. a baseline of system level requirements could in fact be
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determined which would accurately describe an automated system based on

CPARS to support the performance risk assessment process. This research

also. demonstrated that the requirements identified could be

conceptualized into a design for the automated information system.

Recommendation. The capabilities reported in the requirements

baseline should be validated and prioritized for implementation.

Standardization of procedures and methodologies .here applicable should

be sou ht across product divisions in order to simplify the development

process. The information system development methodology should be

carried through to the implementation and validation of an automated

capability to support the performance assessment process.

Collecting Pertinent Information to Support Performance Risk

Assessment. The rigorous process which an assessment report must go

through before it is entered into the system is a key factor in the use

of the information to support source selection decisions. The contractor

aid product. division review, along with the practice of retaining both

preliminary and revised assessments, add to the assessment report's

credibility.

The effort expended by program managers when developing contractor

performance assessments is extremely important to the success of the

CPALS to provide pertinent information to the PRAG members. The level of

detail in the evaluations and the overall quality of connents in the

narrat ive sect ions were frequently mentioned by both PRAG members and the

MARS focal points as areas hich need to be monitored.

Recommendation. Discussions should be held with program

managers to determine their personal needs when executing a performance
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assessment. Identified needs should be incorporated into the

requirements baseline and conceptual design. Contintied use of training

and supporting materials are necessary to ensure adequate attention is

focussed on the program manager's narrative. Applications for the

automated system, such as use of key words and probing questions, should

be investigated to assist the program manager ,hen writing a performance

assessment report.

S upport ['or Autonat ion. Development of an automated system based on

CPARS to support the performance risk assessment process appears

achievable. It is reasonable to conclude that an automated information

system would provide benefit to both the PRAG members and CPARS focal

points. In fact, this has been demonstrated in the field with the

existing capabilities at Aeronautical and Ballistic Systems Division.

Nearly every person interviewed indicated that the CPARS should be

automated. The conditions appear right to implement the automated system

its long as the question of how assessments can be easily entered into the

system is answered.

Recommendation. An analysis should be accomplished to make

sure that the benefits associated with an automated information system

exceed the amnount of work which will be expended for development,

implementat ion, anid maintenance of the system. A specific point which

must be l1oked at is xhether the time required to enter the performance

assessment report into the system is offset by time savings on developing

future assessments and benefits to C.PARS administration and PRAG

analysis. This activity should be done in combination with a

demonstration of a prototype system. A microcomputer based system
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similar to the one developed using the integrated software package Fable

could he used to demonstrate the concepts and provide actual data t.o

support the analysis.

Consideration of the Acn1isi tion Mang'ement. Information System

for a Centralized CPARS. The Acquisition Man,--ement Information System

(AMtIS) is an existing network of computers located at all Air Force

System Conmand buying activities and Air Force Plant Representative

Oftfices. .-AM[S provides Air Force Systems Command ,-ith an immediate

access mWanagement informration system, an automated contracting function,

and aut omated acninistrat ion and pay nent funetion (8).

%MIS is rilghrt in the middle of a major upgrade to enhance user

suptp)rt , increase development and maintenance productivity, and provide

distributed data base applications (8). This is being accomplished with

the addition of a state of the art relational data base and through the

use of a 4th ceneration languagre. The Integrated Distributed System

up-rade i s a phased approach .-hich w i I l add enhanced eapab i lit i es over

the next seeral years.

The Integrated Distributed System upgrade will provide additional

capahilitv which may be beneficial Lo contractor performance assessment.

Th fitt that \ llS i! al exist ing network which ties together all Air

Force Systems Co umuid assets is a positive point. which should not be

(.xvt,r Ioked. It is possible that the PRAG's ent ire information

rtu i rfmeri t mia h e sat is f i ed I, a performa ice assessment automated

i rt', rmat ion system which connec:t.s to or is an integral part of the

Acqui s i t, ion Management Informitt ion System.
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According to Nr. Bailey, the CPIARS automation could possibly be a

"tag-along" effort t.o Phase IV of the Integrated Distributed System

upgrade which is scheduled for implementation sometime in the middle of

1991 (8). Mr. Bailey is in charge of the Functional Systems Division

within the Acquisition Management Information System Organization.

Recon mendation. The automation concept developed during this

research effort should be formally presented to the AMIS Automation

Worki ng Group. The features of AMIS should be carefully looked at to

determine if there is a logical match to the CPARS automation

requirements. If a significant match exists, the AMIS organization

should be directed to prepare an impact statement for including these

requirements into the Integrated Distributed System upgrade scheduled for

implementation in mid 1991.

Closing Remarks

The Contract Performance Assessment Reporting System and the

Performance Risk Assessment Group ,-ere introduced as part of Air Force

System Command's initiative to emphasize commercial-like practices for

awarding contracts to responsible sources. The members of the team who

developed CPARS had a complete understanding of the problems with

previous attempts at. performance evaluation and tracking systems, and

purposely designed the system to counteract some of the past problems.

The success of CPARS will depend on its abil it.y to provide credible

inf,)rmTat ion in a manmer w 'hich is not cumbersome to the Performance Risk

Assessment Groups, the program managers, or the CPARS administrators.

The results of this research effort provide a foundation for an automated

information system Jiich may help achieve these objectives.
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Appendix B: Information Describing PRAGs and PRAG Representatives

The information presented in this appendix describes the PRAGs

investigated, and the background and specific responsibilities of PRAG

representatives interviewed. This section also provides insight into the

differences across the five product divisions.

Tables B-I and B-2 describe the distribution by product division of

individuals interviewed, and number and size of PRAGs. The latter part

of this sect ion describes the actual responsibilities of individuals

according to position held in the PRAG.

In order to preserve the confidentiality of source selection

sensitive information, individual PRAG representatives are not attributed

to a specific PRAG, source selection, or program. Also, no specific

program or source selection information will appear in this text.

Distribution of Representatives. Table B-1 depicts the

distribut ion, by product division, of PIAG representatives ,ho

participated in the research process. Three of the 16 PRAGs which had

looked at WPARS as a source of information had only one representative

identified to participate in this research. All others were represented

b, both a snior anud a junior representat ive.

Size of PRAGs. Table B-2 presents the number of participants ot'

PRAGs by product division. Aeronautical Systems Division had by far the

largest. number of members per PRAG. Of the five looked at, four PR\Gs at

Aernautical Systems Division had more than seven participants. A more

detailed representation of this is presented in Appendix D, Table D-1

PRAG Attributes (Demographics).

B-1



Table B-1

Distribution Of PRAGs and PRAG Representatives By Product Division

Number of PRAG
Product Division Number of PRAGs Representatives Interview°ed

Space Systems 2 3

Munitions Systems 4 8

Electronic Systems 2 3

Ballistic Systems 3 5

Aeronautical Systems 5 10

16 29

Table B-2

PRAG Attributes (Size)

Average Number
Product Division of PRAG Members Largest Smallest

Space Systems 5 7 3

Mnitions Systems 3.5 4 3

Electronic Systems 2.5 3 2

Ballistic Systems 3 4 2

Aeronautical Systems 7.8 10 4

Across All Product 4.8 10 2
Divisions
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PRAG Responsibilities. Responsibilities of individual

representatives differed depending upon the position in the PRAG.

Participants in PRAGs could be characterized by one of three positions:

PRAG Chairperson, PRAG Assistant, or other PRAG member. The

responsibilities of each position appeared consistent across the product

divisions. A detailed description of responsibilities has been included

in Appendix D, 'Fable D-2 Responsibilities of PRAG Members by Position.

The PRANG chairperson is generally responsible for the overall

'orchestration" (19) of the risk assessment process. The chairperson is

usually a senior ranking individual (Lieutenant Colonel, Colonel, or

civilian equivalent) ",ho operates at the director or deputy director

level in either the System Program Office or Contracting Office (5; 13;

19; 23; 25; 28; 36; 41; 49; 52; 56). However, there -were exceptions to

this (32; 34). ft is the chairperson's responsibility to make sure the

right people and the appropriate resources are available to perform the

risk assessment. The PRAG chairperson is normally the individual \,ho

briefs the Source Selection Authority.

PRANG assistants are members with additional administrative

responsibiliticc, The primary responsibility of the PRAG assistant is to

make sure there enough information is coliected and that it. is

effectively presented to the people performing the assessment (7; 10; 15;

19; 2-1; .51). At Aeronautical Systems Division these individuals are

referred to as the "PRAG Secretariat". PRAG assistants are normally more

junior in grade (Lieutenant, Captain, or civilian equivalent) than the

chairperson, and other PRAG members (6; 7; 10; 15; 24; 33; 37; 51).
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The assistant's responsibilities include both administrative and

evaluation functions. Assistants are responsible for performing all

correspondence, sending out questionnaires, conducting interviews,

scheduling meetings, and acting as a full participating member in the

risk assessment (6; 7; I; 15; 24; 33; 37). Of all PRAG representatives

interviewed, there was only one case in which the assistant was not

involved in assessment of information (51).

In general, PRAG members are responsible for evaluating all sources

of available information, and providing a performance risk assessment.

With the exception of Aeronautical Systems Division, grade of members

varied widely. At Aeronautical Systems Division PRAG members were

typically director level personnel, while at the other product divisions

PRAGs would comprise a mix of junior, mid-range, and director level

personnel. PRAG members bring experience and knowledge from their

functional backgrounds to the group.

At Ballistic, Electronic, Space, and Munitions Systems Divisions,

each member would likely participate in the actual gathering of the

information. This was not the case for four of the five PRAGs at

Aeronautical Systems Division where information was collected, collated,

ard organized by the PRAG Secretariat and then presented to the PRAG

members (7; 10; 13; 15; 19; 23; 23; 44).

Additional Source Selection Responsibilities. Nearly all

representatives interviewed at Aeronautical Systems Division (8 of 10)

and all at Electronic Systems Division (3 of 3) had responsibilities

dedicated to participation in the PRAG only. This was riot the case at

the other product divisions. Often PRAG representatives would have
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source selection duties in addition to their PRAG responsibilities. At

Space Systems Division all of the PRAG representatives had additional

source selection responsibilities. Half of the PRAG representatives

from Munitions Systems Division (4 of 8 interviewed) and just less than

half of PRAG representatives interviewed from Ballistic Systems Division

(2 of 5) had additional source selection duties. Overall, 11 of the 29

PRAG representatives had source selection responsibilities in addition

to the PR\(G. \ detaiied description of' additional source selection

responsibilities by PRAG has been included in Appendix D, Table D-3

.\dditional Responsibilities Matrix.
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Appendix C: Survey Instruments

PRAG Members Questionnaire

Your name was supplied by your Product Division Source Selection
Office as a participant in a Performance Risk Assessment Group. The
purpose of this project is to find out what types of information are
required by the PRAG and to see if an automated version of the Contractor
Performance Assessment Reporting System can help meet these needs.

I'd like to say right up front, that I'm aware of the sensitivity of
source selection material, and I'm not interested in specific program
information. What I really need to find out are the general procedures
associated with the performance risk assessment process. To do this I am
inrterviewing knowledgeable persons like yourself ho have experienced a
PRAG firsthand.

1. For the PRAG which you participated in, -hat were your specific
responsibilities? Did your position have a title? (What was it?) How
many other participants were there? How did their responsibilities
differ from yours? Did you have any other source selection
responsibilities beside the PRAG?

2. Could you step me through the order of events which took place from
the time you were notified of your participation -- to the briefing of
the results to the source selection authority", Could you describe what
happened at this first meeting? Were there any organizational
instructions? How often did you meet and for how long? Were the
responsibilit ies divided among you.

:3. I'm particularly interested in whether there was any computer support
to assist the group during this process. (That is, did you use computers
for any of the following: word processing, graphics, spread sheet or
statistical analysis, or data base manipulation?)

4. I'd like now to pin down the kinds or categories of information which
',ere required in order for the group to provide a performance risk
assessment. What kinds of contractor performance information were
provided to the group to make the risk assessment? What were the sources
ror the information? What kinds of information, other than performance
related, were provided? Where did this information come from?

Would you describe each of the categories of informf ion categories
as 1)eirng common to all programs, or were they specific to this particular
effort ?

Assuming that any constraints provided by current regulations are
not changed, .hat other types of information could have assisted the risk
assessment process but were not presented to the PRAG? (In other words,
was there any information missing, that is not restricted by current
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regulations, which you would have liked to have?) Where would you go to
find this information?)

5. The information gathered from the various sources you identified
earlier had to be compiled and organized in some way in order for it to
be useful to the PRAG members. Obviously someone put a lot of work to
put this folder together for the group, did you participate in this
process?

Yes No

If Yes:

Starting with each of the sources you identified earlier, could you
describe the step by step process in which the data from the various
sources -were compiled and organized to facilitate the risk assessment.
Was information from more than one source ever combined? Was there
adequate time available to organize the data collected? How much time
did this entire process take? Did you have any difficulties associated
with the compiling and organizing process? (Could you please describe
them?) Were there any types of information that would have been useful
to the PRAG, but were not. included in the folder presented to them
because the processing of the available raw data was too difficult or you
simply did not have the means? What were they?

If No:

As the recipient., it is critical that the information be presented
to you in a useful manner. Do you know xho prepared the information used
by the PRAG? (Who?) Are you aware of any difficulties they may have had
with the compiling and organizing process? (Could you please describe
them?) How useful was the information, in the format which it was
presented?

6. Could you please describe the kinds of physical evidence (charts,
graphs, tables, etc.) you had in front of you %hile making the risk
assessment? Could you please describe the types of output used by the
PRAG brief the final risk assessment to the Source Selection Authority'?

7. Since it's only been a short while since the CPARS was officially
established, I'm interested to know which of the following phrases
describes how much you know about the Contract Performance Assessment
Report ing System?

Nothing A little bit Quite a hit A lot

For the PRAG which you participated, was the CPARS looked at as a
potential source for information supporting the performance risk
assessment?

Yes No
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If YES, then, approximately what percentage of the PRAG's total
information requirements were supported by data that was in the CPARS?

If you could, look at the AFSC Form 125 now, to help jog your
memory, and tell me if there are any specific fields of the CPAR which
you think would not be very useful as a source for information to support
the PRAG's tasks? (What are they?)

The first few people I talked to indicated that there was some
difference in the frankness of the comments between the questionnaires
and the CPARs for the same contract. I was curious if you had the same
perception and if you could possibly expand on this?

8. Referring back to the first half of the interview, you identified the
fo[lowing different types of information needed to support the
performaice risk assessment process ........ Cai these types of
information be supported from data in the CPAS? Comparing this to the
AFSC Form 125, could you please identify the specific fields of the CPAR
w.ihich could support this type of information needed? Can the data in
these fields be used directly in the CPARS format, or must they be
processed in some way? (Can you identify the processing steps necessary
to transform each of the data elements to the information required?) How
is the narrative section used t.o augment the ratings supplied on the
front of the form?

9. Based on your experience with this process are there any things
which you think a designer for an automated informatior system based on
the CPARS should concentrate on? How about things to avoid?

10. flow would you expect an automated information system to work for you
in providing a performance risk assessment? What capabilities should it
have? What functions should it perform'? Can you describe an example of
how it would be used'.'

11. If an automated information system were developed which could
provide information to assist PRAGs in their risk assessment., who do you
think would be appropriate to sit in front of a computer terminal and
generate the product? Would it be a PRAG member, CPARS focal point, or
someone else? Please explain.

12. After experiencing this process all over again, can you think of any
changes which could be made, within the constraints of the current
rrilations, that may have made the risk assessment process more
effective or more efficient'? What I'm really looking for are lessons
I eared.
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Contractor Performance Assessment Reporting System
Focal Point Questionnaire

Your answers to the following questions will help me determine .hat
administrative procedures you use to collect, process and distribute
contractor performance information; and, how these procedures would
affect the architecture for an automated performance assessment reporting
system.

Respondent Information:

Full Name:_. Date:/!.

Duty Title:-

Address:

CPARS Related Responsibilities:_

1. Please describe how the administration of the CPARS is organized at
your product division? Is there one central office for CPARS
administration'? Is there a CPARS representative located in each system
program office? What are the responsibilities of each of the different
elements?

2. During our conversation I would like to talk about the contractor
performance assessment process as it. is currently implemented. I'm
interested in the detailed steps and the peculiarities of the process
',fich would not, be found in the CPAR regulation. To facilitate the
discussion, I've categorized the process into five different phases: data
collection, data input, maintenance, output, and, reporting.

a. Data collection: Using the guide below please describe how the
actual assessment report is developed. Include any local policies or
practices which are distinctive to your product division.

(1) Process initiation: Where is the process initiated? That
is, .ho notifies the program manager to begin a CPAR? Is it the system
program office, source selection office, CPAR focal point, or somewhere
else?

(2) Program manager's evaluation: Are there local supplements
to the CP.\R regulation or other guidance available to assist the program
manager'? Is there a continuing training program for program managers'?
Where do the program managers go for information? Does "Program
Director/Lanager" mean the overall Program Director or is it the
program/project manager for the individual contract'?

(3) Contractor's comments: Who actually sends the CPAR to the
contractor? How is the information controlled during the process? Who
does the contractor send the CPAR back to?
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(4) Program manager update: If the program manager decides to
update the initial assessment, this is done on a new CPAR and attached to
the original. Is the entire form retyped, or just the modifications? Is
the new CPAR sent back to the contractor for additional cormnents? If so,
is there a limit to the number of iterations?

(5) Review Process: Is there one or more than one reviewing
official for the product division? Where are they typically located in
the organization? Does the reviewing official look at the CPAR prior to
its being sent to the contractor'? What happens if the reviewing official
disagrees with the program manager's assessment -- does the process start
over again?

b. Data input: Describe how and how often each CPAR is entered
into the command-wide and local data bases. Are CPARs filed according to
parent company, divis ion/prof it center, other, or some comb inat ion of the
prior categories? Is the Department of Defense Activity Address
Directory Code (DODAAD) used in this process?

c. Maintenance: How are CPARs updated or removed? If a
corporation is merged into another, how would the data base be upaated?
How are contractor name changes handled'? What would happen when --
assessment. becomes obsolete after five years'? The roq-ulation allows a
program manager to determine .hen a CPAR should ', kept on a contractor
for longer than five years. How is ttn;s imp!emented? Are there other
maint.cnance actions which must be performed on the data base?

d. Output (information product to support the PRAG): When a PRAG
member reqests information from the CPARS, what are they typically
looking for? Do they request CPJARs for a corporation or for a specific
division or profit center? Do they ever request you to sort through for
a specific type of contract or program? Does the PRAG representat ive
have access to the original files or are copies made by the focal point'

e. Repoting: What reports do you need to generate as the CPARS
focal point'? What. do they look like'? flow are they put together? How
ofterl?

3. Have you found any problems inherent to triis process? If yes, what
are they, and do you have any suggestions for recommended improvements?

41. According to the PAR regulation, all information contained in the
system is considered Source Selection Sensit ive. What special
constraints, for the trxisportat ion, protect ion, ;nd storage of this data
oxist? Are there any reu'udlat ions prohihitirg trans fer ot this
intormat ion over electronic media'.'

5. Are there ever anv attachments other than the cont inuat ion of the
narrative which wi I I need to remain with the form? If so, what are they?
What, are they used for?
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6. How many reports current ly exist in the CPAtS? How large, in terms
of niumber of reports, do you anticipate the data base to qet?

7. There are approximately 80 contractors being reported on with the
CPARS. Do you expect this number to increase significantly? By how
much? How many division/profit centers does this mean?

8. Do you know of any on-line data source which has a complete listing
of contractor-division addresses and identifies the parent company'? Can
this be tapped into to get the information'?

3. Wh.°it tylpe of computer system do you have in the office'? What
software packages are on the system?

it). The Five phases of' the CPAR process which you have described in
detal I are printed aiain below. I'd like to ask you to step back and
thinJk aibout each phase for a moment. How would you expect an automated
itiformarion system t.o work for you in each phase of this process? ,lhat
capabilities should it have'.' What functions should it perform?

a. Data col lect ion:

(I) Process initiation:

(2) Program manager's evaluation:

(3) Contractor's comments:

(4) Program manager update:

(5) Review. Process:

b. Data input :

c. Maintenance:

d. (At put : -

. Report i,,,r..

1l. In talking with several PRAG members, they have suggested various
capabil it ies which an automated version of CPARS might have to s 'pnort
their information needs. One of these is the ability to search the CPARS
to identify rele-vant assessment reports.

It' an automated int'ormat ion system were developed ,..hich could help
collect, process, and disseminate contractor performance information to
assist PR,\Gs in their performance risk assessment, w.ho do you think would
be the appropriate person to sit in front of the computer terminal and
generate the product'? Would it oe a PRAG mtmber, CPARS focal point, or
someone else'.' Please explain.
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Appendix D: Detailed Data Prom PRAG Interviews

Table D-1

PRAG Attributes (Demographics)

Number Grade Range
Of PRAG Of

Product. Division Members Personnel Functions Represented

Space Systems 3 Mid-range Program Manager and
Con t ract i rig

Space Systems 7 Director- level, Program Manager,
Mid-rano'e and Contracting, Test and
.Jun i o r En ig i nee r i ng

Muni t ions Systems Mid-range Program Manager,
Contract ing and
ELngineering"

Mnitions Systems 4 Director-level Program Manager,
and Mid-range Egineer, Contracting

and Test

Munitions Systems Mid-range Program Manager and
Eng i neering

Munit i,(ins Syst ems 3 Mid-range Program Manager, Buyer
and Contracting Off jeer

Electronic Systems 2 Deputy Director Support Systems and
Con t. ac t. i ng

Elfbctronic Systems 3 Director-level Deputy Program Director
and Junior and Program Cont rol

Ballistic Systems 4 Director-level, Progrzum Manager and
Mid-range, and Contracting,
Jun i or

al HI ie Svyt ems 2 Director-level, Project Officer and
MJd-raige, and Program ('ont rol ,Jun i or

Ba: list i Systems 2 Mid-range Project Officer
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Table D-I (Continued)

PRAG :Attributes (Demographics)

Number Grade Range
Of PRAG Of

Product Division Members Personnel Functions Represented

Aeronautical Systems 7 Director-level Represent all functional
and Mid-range areas, (Engineering,

Program Control,
Contracting,
Manufacturing, Test,
Log ist ics, Program
M.anager )

Aeronaut ical Systems 9 Director Level Represent all Systems
and Junior functional areas

.\eronautical Systems I Director Level Technical, Loristics
aid ,Junior Nanufacturing and

Program Managemen t

Aeronautical Systems 9 Director level Represent all
and Mid-range functional areas

Aeronautical Systems 10 Director Level Represent all functional
areas, (Engineering,
Test/Conf igurat ion,
Logistics, Contract ing,
Manufacturing, Tactical
Product, S rategic and
Airlift)
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Table D-2

Responsibiliti es of PRAG Members by Position

Chairperson Responsibilities

Space Ensure that the group w-as able to research as many sources
Systems of information on past performance as practical and

available, and develop an analysis for the benefit of the

Source Selection Authority an assessment of the past

performance (52).

.tlni t ions Report to the Source Sele.ction Evaluat. ion Team and Source
systems Selection Authority what the performa-ce of the contractor

had been on previous contracts. Organize the team seeing
that the process is executed properly and prepare final
report (28; 49).

Electronic Report to the Source Select ion Evaluation Team or Source
Systems Selection Advisory Council as regulations prescribe. Make

sure everything gets done. Act as communicator with the
source selection organization. When all information is

received, determine T.hat information is relevant, and
what comments should go into the brief and That should

not. Presented briefing to Source Selection Evaluation
Team/Advisory Council and Source Selection Authority (5).

Ballistic Take an active rote in the assessment process. FUsure
Systems that the sources of information are available, aind provide

the necessary feedback (36). On one program the Chairman
assisted in the assessment, but performed mostly in an

advisory capacity (37).

eronaut ical Organize the group wdhich was going to do the job, define
System; the process, execute the process, perform final briefing

to Source Selection Authority (23; 56). isure that

appropriate expert ise is pulled together to thoroughly
evaluate the offerors past performance. Make sure the
entire process is orchestrated, that the quest ionnaires
are sent to the appropriate people. Select a Secretariat
to perform administrative functions (13; 19).
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Table D-2 (Continued)

Responsibi l it ies of PPR-\G Members by Posit ion

Assistant Responsibilities

Space In charge of getting the contractor proposal appraisal
Systems reports, summarizing them and putting everything together.

(33).

Ballistic Primary responsibility was to make sure there was enough
Systems information collected to perform the evaluation, evaluate

the informat ion, prform the assessment, and brief the
Source Select ion Authority fl7). Collect data, collate
data, performed analysis, and compile briefing (6).

Aeronaut ical Secretariat performs administrative tasks so that the
Systems it'nrma t ion is effectively presented to the people

performing the assessment (15; 24; 19). Responsible for
getting CPAR information and distributing information to
other panel members. Develop questionnaire to reflect
areas and items of the proposal evaluation criteria. Send
questionnaire out to other government organizations.
Consolidate responses and distribute them to the other
panel members (10), plus act as a full participating
member in the risk assessment (7; 24). The Secretariat
becomes the most knowledgeable person for that PR,%G. Acts
as a ocal point for al I quest ions by the other PRAG
members (15). Helped things get (lone on time.
.\dministration of procedures. Was not involved in
assessment of information (51).
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Table D-2 (Continued)

Responsi)i !ities ot PPAG Members by Posit, ion

Members Responsibilities

Space 1,>aluated CPARS on Contractor, conducted verbal
Systems questionnaire over the phone (42). (nce all the material

was gathered together, each person reviewed it arid came up
with their oun assessment, and then the group met and came
up with a general consensus (33).

unit ions Provide experience from the contracting field. All
Systems members ,ere assigned a number of surveys to send out and

interviews to conduct. Conducted interviews with program
managers, procurement contracting officers anid
administrative contacting officers and assessed risk.
Responsibilities were split arneng the members (41). Look
at other sources of information wnd evaluate the
contractors past performance (57). Need at least 3 people
on the tearn in order to break deadlocks (29). Members had
very little interfa, - with the Source Selection Eva luation
Team and Source Selection Authority, but all three members
shared responsibility for assessment (49).

Electronic Evaluate each offerors past performance, concentrating on
Systems functional expertise (38; 45). Considerable amount of

time making charts, keeping records, contact ing people and
sending out quest ionnaires (38).

l 1Ii st i c Reviewed questionnaires and CPA.\Rs, assess risk, and
.y.ems prepare briefing (12).

Aeronaut ical Part icipated on PRAGs tnder both individual assessment and
Systems te-m assessment approaches. Responsible to go through all

data and assign risk from o,r prospect ive to each item
assigned for all the offerors. Responsible for reviewing
all information and assigl risk to each item assigned for
all ofterors. Each member also must be prepared to supply
supp ,rt each assessment. Under teaming approach members
were assigned along the lines of their functional
expert ise (.4-1). Members bring specific expertise and
kno ),. edge to the -roup arnd are respons ible to review

S)rlt rac tor provided iriforniat ion and goverrnment providc:1
informat ion and perform analysis based on their area of
expert ise (7; 10; 13; 15; 23; 2.1).
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Table D-3

Additional Responsibilities Matrix

Additional Source Selection

Product Division PRAG Position Responsibilities

Space Systems PRAG Chairperson Contracting Officer, Head of
Cost Team

Space Systems PRAG Member Also responsible for source
selection evaluation at the
factor level and was an item
ch i ef

Space Systems PRAG Member Also a member of the technical
and managment evaluation
t earns

un t, i ons Sys t ems PRAG Member Program Manager

Mnitnion Systems PA G Chairperson None

Mun ition Systems PRAG member Procurement Contracting Officer
for the contract

Mmition Systems PRAG Chairperson None

Munition Systems PRAG Member None

Nfiinit ion Systems PRAG Chairperson None

Mtunition Systems PRAG Chairperson Source Selection Evaluation
Committee Chairperson

Muni t ion Systems PRAG Member Chairperson Cost Commnit tee and
Procurement Contract ing
Officer

t'ectronic Systems PRAG Chairperson None

Electronic Systems Advisor to PRAG None

,ice fon i c Sys t ems PR\G member None

Ball ist ic Systems PU.G Chairperson None

BaIIlistic Systems Assistant to None
PHAG Chairperson
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Table D-3 (Continued)

Additional Responsibilities Matrix

Additional Source Selection
Product Division PRAG Position Responsibilities

Ballistic Systems PRAG Chairperson Source Selection Evaluation
Team Chairperson

Ballistic Systems PRAG Mcmbcr Nonc

Ballistic Systems PRAG Vice Source Selection Evaluation
Chairperson Team Vice Chairperson

Aeronaut ical Systems PRAG member None

Aeronautical Systems PRAG Chairperson None

Aeronaut ical Systems PRAG Secretariat None

Aeronautical Systems PRAG Chairperson Source Selection Evaluation
Board Chairperson

Aeronautical Systems PRAG Assistant Source Selection Execuuive
Officer

Aeronautical Systems PRAG Chairperson None

Aerornautical Systems PRAG Secretariat None

Aeronaut ical Systems PRAG Chairperson None

Aeronautical Systems PRAG Secretariat None

Aeronaut ical Systems PRAG Member None
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Table D-4

Past Use of Computers t3 Support PRAGs

Space Systems Used for word processing and chart making;
mostly used for the preparation of the
briefings. (33; 42; 52)

Availability on the computers was tight. Had to
get there on off hours because there was always
someone using them. (42)

Munitions Systems Word processing used to type the questionnaire,
other-wise none. (16; 29)

Computer support used for word processing and
chart making (28; 32; 49; 57)

Computers there, but were not used. (41)

Electronic Systems Used computers for word processor and graphics
(5; 38)

No computer support at all, CPAR-questionnaires
typed up on electric typewriters (45)

Ballistic Systems Computer support limited to word processing and
chart building. (6; 25; 36)

Word Perfect was used for the questionnaire
tracking data base, word processing and slide
preparation. (12)

Computers used for word processing and graphics
(Harvard Graphics). Templates were made up for
charts and some of the sections of RFP and
reports. Sending copy of floppy disk. (37)

Aeronautical Systems Secretariat used Z-248 for word processing and
briefing development. (7; 10; 19; 23; 23; 33; 51;
56)

Used spreadsheets for own work (PeachCalc).
Used contractor lists for many different
purposes. Data received verses contractor
supplied data verses relevant data. Need for
notebooks for the members. Administrative
assistants used Harvard Graphics for Final
Brief ing. (15)
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Table D-5

PfAG Representatives' Lessons Learned

1. Dedicated PRAG teams, separate from source selection evaluation. (42)

2. To add credibility need more specifics on the performance. Take more
care to document. Need to expand the CPARS data base. The SPO which
this individual works looks at many contractors which are not on the
list. Would like to have a local system for these small contractors,
but there is resistance to do that. In process of trying to add
contractors to overall system. They have found that CPARS is great
for providing past performance information, but also the report card
aspect of it is really get the contractors attention. It is a
helpful tool to motivate the contractor. (49)

3. Would have heen nice to have description of process up front. Also
be more organized so that each member performs the funct ions in same
'ays. Responsibilities for the PRAG should be better defined. Okn

the makeup of the PRAG, suggest that at least 5tP/ of members should
come from an organization outside of the SP). Provide an independent
input. Having members work both on proposal evaluation and the PRAG
created some problems. Whether the members do not :"ive source
selection duties in addition to PRAG members should be a function of
the size and complexity of the program. (57)

1. Found that there were varying degrees of compliance with the CPARS
requirement to include remarks on all the ratings. Need to make sure
that the individual filling the CPAR out. knows that it will be used,
and what it w ill be used for. Need to provide comments describing
why the area was evaluated as it was. (28)

5. Need to have careful wording in the PFP to make sure the instructions
are clear so that you get the information you really need. As part
of the proposal have the offeror describe why each contact is
relevant to the particular items. It would help if there were
standard instructions that could be put into the proposal. (32)

6. Make sure you r'each up in the agencies as high as possible when
solicit ing responses to the quest ionnaires. Want somebody's name
besides the lowest level buyer on it. Would also help to get an
earlier jtunp on the process. (5)

7. When establishing POCs to fill out questionnaires need to go in at
the senior management level rather than the working level. Need to
ailor the questionnaire to the source selection. Have all people

review past lessons learned before starting the PRAG process. (38)

8. Use CR/I)R process to handle concerns. (.15)

9. Need better policy/operating instructions before you begin; spent a
lot of time spinning wheels. (36)
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Table D-5 (Continued)

PRA\G Representatives' Lessons Learned

10. On'e lesson learned would be that the questionnaire, if used, should
be very close to the CPAR format and if possible simply using the
CPAR form would be great. The other would be to have your
methodology established upfront. (6)

11. Important to get the surveys out early. Get information on
subcontractors. (25)

12. The names of focal points, addresses, and phone numbers provided by
the offeror were out of date. Suggest having the offeror verify the
information before it, is put, into the past. performance proposal.
Second, need to make sure that in the RP you instruct the offeror to
provide relevanit past. performance information on its subcontractors.
Finally, during this process they did not have the performance
assessment completed prior to the competitive rane briefing. if

past performance is to be included in the determination for direct
award (award w ithout discus,ion) then it needs to be completed
sooner. (12)

13. Get questiouaires out earlier. Asked for different information in
the RFP. Have the offeror address each individual item. (10)

11. P[MAG members broken into teams, with at least 3-4 members to cut down
on the amount. of reading. (15; 23)

15. Have 3-1tr chiefs perform assessment rather than panel chiefs. Panel
chiefs were very busy doing proposal evaluation tasks, and 3-ltr
chief's have a larger experience base to work with. (51)

16. Need to get information from contractor early. PRAG is on the
critical path of the source selection. SSA has authority to award
with out discussions which speeds up the process considerably. After
initial evaluation, the competitive range is determined and the SSA
has opportunit. to award to best contractor. This initia' evaluation
is completed after about .5 .eeks. Comparing this to thl PR\G
sch(.dule, the questionnaires are just coming in. If' SSA decides to
award without cliscussions, tne past. pertormance risk is never
completed. (7; 24)

17. Have been applying lessons learned. This was the fourth program to
I'o through the process. In retrospect more up front work could have
becn lone on the questioninaire . Army, Navy, and \ir Force just don't
thi nk alike. (19)

18. %LaLke sure quaiity of the response to the questionnaire is verified.
Tried to send it through a high enough level (0-6) so that the
response is reviewed and that it bears some resemblance to reality.
Very important that. the contractor provides you with the correct name
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Table D-5 (Cont inued)

PWXG Representatives' Lessons Learned

that %hen you are reviewing past performance it is the same division
that is bidding on the effort under consideration. Make
sure that you are reviewing contracts that are truly relevant to the
profit center/division that is bidding. Do a good job up front of
delineating whiat the item is. It shouldn't be confusing that this
experience is relevant to item #1 or item #2. Assessment points must
be independent of each other. (44)
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Appendix E: Reqirements Baseline

1.0 Data Collection.

1.1 Process initiation.

1.1.1 Interim and Final Assessment Reports. The capability should be
provided to track dates due of interim and final performance assessment
reports in order to give program managers advance notice. The tracking
capability should key on either the date of the reviewing official's
signature (Block 21), the period covered by report (Block 3) or the
program manager's organization (Block 17).

1.1.2 [nit ial Performance Assessment. Reports. The capability should he
provided to check the Acquisit ion Management Infgrmat ion System or other
source for all contracts written dxring a given period .hich were for
concept definition, full-scale development, or full-rate product ion and
cost five million dollars or more.

1.1.: The capability should be provided for the focal point to keep
track of when an assessment report is clue, the day that, it is due out to
the contractor, the day it, is received by the contractor, the day it is
due hack to the government and the day it should be signed by the

reviewing official.

1.2 Program manager's evaluation.

1.2.1 The program manager should be provided with all information
necessary to complete the assessment report. Items should include a copy
o l' the CPARS. regulation, local supplements, and any other pertinent
information or training material.

1.2.2 'Tne program manager should be presented the prior period's
assessment report. Descriptive information in Blocks I through 13 from
the front of the assessment report should be transferred from one year to
the next. This will ensure consistency of the information.

1.2.3 Standard Language. Examples of standard laInguage or key words to
describe the phase of the process, type of technology, and type o' work
performed should be provided to the program manager.

1.2.1 Program Director/Manager Narra( ive. Assistance should be provided
to the program manager to ensure an adequate depth of information is
captrured. Possibilities should look a, a list of more detailed
categories (,f informat ion for each of the evaluat ion areas in Block 1-1,
and an on- line interact ive environment in which the program manager would
be probed with questions. M.Iany of the product divisions have sample
questionnaires which attempt. to achieve similar results during interviews
and surveys. Detailed categories of information identified by PRAG
members are provided in Appendix F.
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1.2.5 The program manager narrative is limited to the space provided in
Block 16 plus one additional page.

1.3 Contractor Comments

1.3.1 The progra director/manager should be provided access to sample
letters for transmittal of the assessment rcport to the contractor.
Examples have been developed by each product division.

1.3.2 The CPARS focal point should have the ability to review the
package before it is sent to the contractor. This is an existing
requirement for at, least one of the product. divisions.

1.3.3 The capability should be provided to capture the contractor's
comments for insertion into the data base.

1.3.4 The contractor comments are limited to the space provided in block
18 plus one additional page.

1.1 Program manager update.

1.4.1 The program manager reviews the assessment report and determines
if revisions are necessary. If revisi-ns are necessary the information
in Blocks I through 5 of the assessment report should be transferred to a
new form. rfhe statement "Revision to CPAR for period rmn/dd/yy to
rm/dd/yy" must appear in Block 12. Blocks requiring revision are then
updated and the form is appended to the original.

1.1.2 The responsible pa-ty signs the form in Block 17 and transmits it
to the reviewing of, icial.

1.5 Review Process. The capability should be provided for the revie ,ing
official to make comments in Block 20 and sign in Block 21.

2.0 Data Input..

2.1 The capability must be provide to inbert the assessment reort into
the data base at the originating product division and each of the other
product divisions.

2.2 Reports are currently filed according to different var-iations of
name of parent contractor, division/subsidiary, originating product
division, and sequentially according to contract number. At one product
division a nine-digit referencing system has been established xfhich
crltornpl)asses the name of the parent cont ractor, divis ion/subs idiary, and
sen clure of' contract number.

2.3 Because of limited resources, the system needs to provide the most
simple, procedure possible for input of information. The goal should be
to achieve the best mix of simplicity, ease of input, and increased
quality of information.
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:3.0 Maint enance.

:3.1 The system should pro ide the capability req ,ired to adjust for
mergers, or contractor name changes. Tht PRAG member needs to be able to
ask for an assessment report on a contractor and should riot have to worry
.fiat name it is listed under in the data base.

3.2 Assessment reports expire after five years. The capability should
be provided to search for and remove expired reports.

3.3 The capability to annotate and save assessment reports should be
provided to handle requests by program managers to keep reports longer
than five years.

.3. I Correct informat ion on names, addresses, and points of contact
should be maintained on contracts f'or w.hich a final assessment report ha.s
not been '.Oritten. (i.e product division has implemented a computer data
,)ase of names an;-' addresses for those contractors which they originate
assessment reports. (ne each year the CPARS focal point sends out a
list to all :he contractors request ing con"irmation on the information.

1.0 Analvsis. The system should provide capabilit ies to support the
performance risk assessment process.

4.1 Planning.

4.1.1 Instructions, information, sa-mple formats, and ord proc,-ssing
templates should be provided to the program manager and the PRAG to help
establish responsibilities and a methodology; make ure correct words are
in the Request For Proposal; ident ify data needed to be collected and
how; and determine in wl-ut, mariner the data will be aialyzed.

1. 1,. The system should provide a sample format or word processing
template co assist in the preparation of the past performance portion of
section %I of the Request For P,7oposal, "Instructions to Offeror." The
format or template should remind the program manager and PRAG that the
specific criteria to be looked at should be icdentified and the following"
int'ormation h~e requested from the o-fferor for each contract: contract
trmier; acquisit ion agency; prog-ram name; name/address/phone number of'
b~oth the contractor officer aid program manager; cont ract. administrat ion
Ottice plus the administrative contracting officer's address and phone
number; original contract cost, ultimate contract cost, and reasons for
dcviat i.on; original contract. schedule, ultimate cont ract schedule, and
reasons for dcviation; description of the projec and ho, that contract
.as a g( od ( or bad) example of' their ability to perform against each of
the, criteria stated in the Request For Proposal.

1.1. 1he c-apability should be provided to allow the PMAG to establish
criteria for s creenirng examples of performance for relevancy, and
determining the impact ol specific examples on 'he performance risk
assessment. Criteria used in past risk assessment groups include the:
parent corpnrat ion; division/profit center; type of report (in it ial,
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intermediate, final); contract number; period of performance; product
division; dollar thresholds; type of contract; nature of the program;
end items; phase of acquisition cycle; progTam description; and unique
aspect, within the narrative (quality assuruce, training, use of special
software languages).

4.2 Obtain Data.

4.2.1 For some time in the future there wil! be a continued reiiance on
surtvevs and interviews to supplement information .fich can be extracted
from the cAh. ie capability should be provided to assist the PRAG
members in the development or tailoring of questionnaires. Attention
should be given to wording of sample questions utiich can be used to
contact Department of Defense personnel outside of the Air Force.

4.!.2 The system should be able to provide a description of the CPAJl&
data base for each contractor. Suggested descriptive capabilities are
I i s t,:ed he I ow

4.2.2.1 Provide the capability to describe trends over initial,
intermediate, and final assessment reports 'or a selected contract or
acrns, many cor tact s.

1.2.2.2 Provide the capability to describe for each parent corporation
and division/prorit center a frequency of reports by ccntract type, phase
of acquisition, and program description.

.1.2.2.3 Provide the capability to describe for each parent corporation,
division/profit center, and contract: an average overall rating across
assessment reports for each eva'aation area; a frequency of ratings
iteress asse.ssment reports for each evaluat ion area; and t frequency of
assetssment report s within preset cost anid schedule variance ranges.

4.2.3 The capability should be provided for a single office to 'ook at
the reports and develop a corporate trend from the information contained
in (. \AR. 'iis would then provid, PRAGs across all the p,-oduct, divisions
a (t,)!jwiste(lit corporate profile for each contractor.

I: C,,mp il e 'and Ealuate 11frnw.t ion. Each PRAG member reads the
,frit ire s.t ," t'e-mns to det erm ine t he sal i ent int )rmat ion. The
i, ript i -,-y. )1 jocks ( 12 anld 1:i) , ('o ot rat i ngs, a-d narrat i ve sect ions of

*ht, (1'\J? must he used tcge ther to develop the risk assessment . ,hen
t valt u ii frer, aRnG nrml,,,rs 'heek the descrilp ion of the progLram

t,,', it th t i rvt l-T'wrat ;(,to was relevant anid gau e tlhe complexity of the
,r, ramn. r -m r; t i sar,4h th,, rt it's ud 1rro ivy sect ions for

i ,m on -,h as re!(ew,,nt lo the- ,p(w ifI- evaluat ion it ems anid areas
f'or t - fr, ,, . PIR\G m,,mirs Us5 flors to find trends in the
int'rmat i,,n hut rely heavI ly or. thte narrat ivye port ion to suhstant iate the
rat itr)fl .ad and rer ev' 'y.

l,:l. i Iri orelr f',r t he P .\G rtpresintat iyes t determnin, it' an
;ts..,.m,. r ,rr s r.l,.vw t f,, the pro grtm tinde r cns idfrat in the



capability should be provided to search through the (PARS based on
various criteria. Search capabilities key on information which is
identified in standard fields and on information which may or may not be
provided witl.in certain fields on the assessment report. Examples of
criteria were listed in paragraph 4.1.3. The system should allow the
PRAG member to search and sort assessment reports; scan descriptive
information and color ratings; and focus on specific connents in the
prograrn director/manager narrative.

4.:.: fnformation should be presented in an combination of the

following formats, a copy of the original assessment report, a printed
copy in the original format, some preset format or a user designed
report. The PRAG member should have the option of working in a paperless
environment if desired. Two examples of report formats are presented in
Figures E-l and E-2.

RISK
TITLE CONTIAC ' PERIOD OF VALLE/ ------- S-- RCE CVf1ENTS

NNIBER PERFYI*A- 'FPE C T/M
,kNCE
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I I
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I II

* II
I I

I I I

II I
I II I

II I
I I I

I I I

IIII I I
II i I II

I I

- j -14__ - -- -A ~ L ___ _______

I~iga~e E-I.Ballitic Sytems iiinPromncIaaMti
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Past Performance Assessment

Offeror: Overall Rating:

Red Yellow Green Blue

Product System Performance X

Egineering Design Support X

Sof tware Deve I opment X

Schedule x

Cost. Performance X

Product Assurance X

Figure E-2. Munitions Systems Division Contractor Rating Sheets

-.3.3 A search anid sort capability hased on the Block 14 color ratings
should be provided. This should allow the PRAG member to search and sort
assessment reports based on assessment color rating for each category, or
provide frequencies of ratings for each assessment category.

.1-1 Perform Risk Assessment.

4.4.1 Performrance Risk Assessment is a two step process hich first
cnecks to determine each programs relevance to the effort being
considered and then subjectively summarizes across all contracts so that

risk assessment for each area could he assigned. Although not
spe,'it'ically requested by any PR.\G member, this process seems to lend
i,,FIf to the use or a decision support system.

1. I.2 Another method used was to show area ratings for individual
,",nt ract s. PRAG members choose screening criteria and sort through
avai lable informat ion to get .veral different views of the contractor's
perf'orkmance. The informat ion is display informat ion in a rigulres similar
to those show)n below.
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Summuary

Rat inrgs
Contract Description Contract Dollar
Number Of Effort Type Amount 1'cnia anagement Cost

FigCure E-j. BAllistic Systems Division Risk Assessment S1uarv

Remarks

Technical Manag emer it Co)St

Contract
Number

Figure E-4. Risk Assessment Supportingr Information

-5.0J Outpu' w. Output. should be available hoth for dIisplay on the computer
s;creeni and in hard copy. Ihe capab il1it y shoulId he ava ilIablIe to: prov ideI
en I ire (op)ics o)f assessment report s which have been determined to be(:
re('evl I ; pr I(i- cop0e : C P s~ffmiary reports b-ased eon r evt ic (sof'

he assessment report ; provide output of' descr ipt ix e stati st ics (detfined
n paraglraph 1.2.2; and do ,rf load ifft> mat ion to0 the P~erformnance D~at a

MaUtci x (Fil gurc E-I) and briefing charts.

6 .0 R?1 'pntr i I 1. CapabhiIi t y Thou Id bIe prov (lded t o ass st t he (P.AR.S ftwa i
PO I (I t in 1 H !J( rart ir ii- t he' abn inr i s t. rt i xe type o1' r'e; or t s dese rit led heb I

* I Tbe, product d ivis ions submit quarterlIy or more f requent I to Ai r
Fo)rce Sys t ins Coufmnand a report describing t hc latest assessment reports
stat ing the cont ractor name, subs tidiary of div is ion, corntract number,
peri id() r performance, and a br ief descr ipt ion of the cont ract.
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6.2 Air Force Systems Command Regulation 80-54, requires each focal
point to submit annually a report which states: the name and address of
the contract division or subsidiary; the parent corporation; the number
of times the contractor has submitted proposals; and identify any new
ofterors for inclusion in the data base (1:3).

6.3 The focal point at Electronic Systems Division prepares talking
papers stating the number of assessment reports on file, the number of
contractors, number of assessment reports per contractor, and the number
of prog-rams which have had PRAGs and looked at CIPARS.

6.4 T1he focal point at Munitions Systems Division builds a report that
;oes to the commander on incomplete assessment reports. Using
information gathered while tracking assessment reports a chart is
prparod(l which has a list of contracts, the date assessment reports were
due ,ut, the actual mailing date, the date reports were returned by the
contractor and the date of approval by the reviewing official.

7.0 Protect ion Of Information. Any capability developed to support
(PARS and the PRAG should consider the protection of data since it is
source select ion sensitive.

7.I The Air Force Systems Comnmand Form 125 is marked "Source Select ion
Sensit i xe-For Official Use Only" when filled out.. Any output generated
by the system should be appropriately marked.

7.2 When transmitt ing by mail, each assessment report is double wrapped.
The inner envelop is marked "Source Selection Sensitive - For official
Use Only". The outer envelope is marked "To Be Opened By Addressee
(Aily". The transmittal letter to the contractor highlights the fact that
the report is source select ion sensitive and the restrict ions on its u~e.

7.: ..\ppropriate control features should make sure that the data cannot
be changed or retrieved by someone who should not have access.

7.1 At Electronic, Munitions and Space Systems Divisions no copies of
the a-;sessment reports are made. The original reports are given to the
PR\G members who work with them within the source select ion facility.

7 .. The system should he capable to provide protect ion of the data in
such a ^'a, that a PR'G member or contract.or cou Id be I imi ted access to a
-, p, if i r con t rac t or. There needs t o be some way t o seg'regat e the data
h;u-;o 5,( that ac'ess ran be control led.

.6 As current ly implement ed assessment reports are kept in a i le
draw' r in) a locd r)oem or vault with controlled access and are ,.rtly
ro I ea",d .o PR\G members wit h authorized access. Any capah i I it y
developed should not degrrade t his level of protection.

7.7 Wthile in transit between offices the assessment report is hap-'
carried, kept covered w ith a source select ion sensitive cover sheet and
is rPiv'r left alone.



Appendix F: Iriformat ion Ty pes.

Engineering Design/Support

- Present alternative solutions - Correction of deficiencies
- Enigineerinig Change Proposal - Initiate solutions to problems

processing t ime - Level of competence
- Requirements Analysis - S-ystem Design
- Systems h igineeri.ig - System Integratior.
- Technical analysis

Product Assurance

- ENv i ronnnta P INrtf rmance - Ins tat lIed svs tern
- Per fo()rmance - Quality F>ngineerin'
- Qualit y of' product

Sof'tware Development

- Comiputecr Resources

Management Respons iveness

- Flexibility Initiative - Proactive approach
- Prompt resoluition of' issues

Schedule

-Mast or Int cg'rat ed Schedule - Meetinig Major Miles tonies

Subcontractor Wmangcment

- Co)mpe'tent resources

Integrated Logistics Support

- Fac i i ies - ImplIemeittat ion
- Ma mrt eianicc P ari rig - Spares Ava i I al) i I It
- Support - Support Requirements
- 1) lann i r i i - Technical Data

Cost Perfornmnce

- (,(stL - (o(st control
- Cost ktiuiaLemci - Elements of' cost proportional

Hilstocry of' Buy- in's to target s



Other Categories

- COurse development - Incorporation of conmercial oft"
- Instruction System Development the shelf and non development
- Plan for Reliability, items into the overall design

Maintainability and - Prototype Nanagement
Producibility - Training Delivery

- Training System - Concept Definition
- User involvement. - Acquisition Support
- Configuration/Data M1anagement - Engineering Change Proposal
- Focus on key problem areas Process
- Organizational Control - Organizational Resources
- Overall planning and management. - Quality of Contract Data
- Risk Management Requirement List deliveries
- 'reehnical Management Planning" - Timely Contract Data
- 'fop Management Part icipat ion Requirement List del ivery
- "inufactur ing Producib iity - Progoram Management
- uality Assurance Program - Second Sourcing
- Warranty ,-anLagement - Work Measurement
- Field Availability Rates - Life Cycle (osts
- Logist ics Support Analysis - Service Reports and Material
- Supportabi I i ty In Processing Review Boards
- Sho-w cause or stop work - Use a reasonable and rational

act ivit ies budge t,
- Engineering change proposals

el 1 prepared
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Append ix G: IDescript ion of Initial Automated Capabhility

Ov~erview. Actual development, test and implementation of the

operational CPARS automated information system will take some time anid

sig'nificant effort. At the same time, the ability for PRAG members to

deter-mine which assessment reports are relevant arid (he need tfor

s impl ified CPRS6 administrat ion should be met as soon as poss ible. For

these re-asons an inter im capab i iii y w-as (level optd is ing, t he inrteg-ral ed

soft ware p)ackage( l4iab Ie \%ers ior 2 .15 ) and ani lII \T compat. ile cornpt)Lit or

sys t e m.

Fiutble, was uscrd to create a dlata base, input fo-r-ms, anid several

report f'ormsw- h ich comb ine the has ic fune t ions of' t he aut omat ed

capabilities at both Ballistic Systems Division anid Aeronautical Systems

D iv is Ion. Ftuict ions w.ere designIed to al low for f lexibility and growth,

c'ons ider ing that. impl ement at ion may be dependent on the eventual

:Ipab i t it 1je(s ofV t h is sys t em.

Set t intrigtip t he sys tem w i I I require some prior knowledge ot l IablIe or

at least the will Iingness to learn. Having the Getting S-t arted volume of

he F1nab I e users rwuaa may helIp.

[ i sth I .- -Eiablc i s an i nt e _,trat ed sot tware packakge co nt ain in-g fivxe

diferent aplicationrs: word process ing, data base management,

spreawishe t, , graph ics , and tel ecoilmin icat ions (22:Sec 1 , I). ]he F~iah I

dat a ba.-se m"anagtLemenit app 1 i eat ion in con! nation .it h t he word proc ess it]ig

fi('ti ti5 pr )V ide t he necessary capab i i t-y to comp let e, store, search,

print., and ma i rita in CPARS iniformation. l'hab Ic's report generat inq

ftincwt ionis prov ide stf ici ent t oolIs to create coml Iex reports such as the
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Air Force Systems Command Form 125, and is simple enough to quickly

develop "tisor defined" reports as needed. fBy taking advantage of

Enable's menu driven environment and through the use of macros and

windows, a tolerant atmosphere could be developed to put at ease even the

most novice of computer users.

Data Base Ors~anizat ion. The primary data base for the automated

capability was designed to simplify data input and to allow as much

f" ex ib i Ii ty for search/sort rout ines as possible. A total of 124

different fields were used t-o capture and store the informat in required

to compiete the front page of the CPAR form. The data base definitions

are contained in the data base def init ion file cal led CP.ARS.DBF.

Stating that a primary data base was developed is a bit of a

misnomer. In reality four different data bases are used to accumulate

the final assessment reports ",hich appear in the CPARS data base. The

data bases and their relationships to each other are shori in Figure G-1.

TIM"e NAMES[.)BF data base ec inta ins t he parent C( rporat ion name,

di, s siti/sulidiary, address, Department of Defense Activity Address

1)irec#ory Code (DOD)A\D), and contractor point of contact. Each

(om i oat ion of parent corporation aid division/subsidiary is represented

b , a -ir ig'le record. No duplication of division/subsidiary r,ames are

ac cepted . Inf.rmat ion resident in this data base is independent of the

specil'ic t- ,nlract, produ( It division, or type of assessment

it itl/iwrtrediate/t'inaJ. 'h~i data base is similar to the

naJe/address data base discussed earlier in Chapter 5. A field for

contractor point of contact at the division/subsidiary level was added to)

the, data base dofinition to support maintenance functions. Because the
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NAMES. DBF___
CNTRACT DBF

Parent Corporation
Division/Subsidiary --------------- -Fields included in
Address NAMES.DBF
City State Zip +
DODAAD Contract Number

Location of Performance
Contract Period of Performance
Type of Competition
Contract Types
Title and Phase of Acquisition

V ASSESSMENT.DBF Contract Effur" Descript ion
Product. Division

Fields included in
CONTRACT.DBF

+

-nitiallntermediate/Final REVISED.DBF_
Period Covered by Report
Contract Percent, Complete ------- Fields included in
Clirrent Dollar Value NAMES.DBF
.-rea Assessments (Block 14) +
Cost/Schedule Variance Initial/Intermediate/Final

Period Covered by Report
Contract Number
Product Division

V __ CPARS.DBF___ Notice in Block 12
< -------- evisions to Blocks 14, 15

Includes al 1
assessment reports
and revisions to
assessment reports

Figure G-1: CPAR-S Automated Information System Data Bases.

name/address informat ion is contained in an independent data base,

inrf'rmat ion can be easily updated without altering any existin g validated

assessment reports.

The (X)NTI'RA(T.DBF data base contains information from the

name/address data base as "ell as information pertaining to a specific

contrac t. Fields included in this data base are contract dependent, but.
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independent of the type of assessment. Information is retrieved from the

name/address data base as new contracts are added to WONTRA T.DBF. Each

contract number is represented by a single record. No duplication of

contract numbers are accepted.

The ASSESS.DBF data base contains the information elements relevant

to the actual assessment for a given year. The information contained in

this data base is dependent both on contract and on the actual assessment

from the prior period. The assessment data base is used for a storag'e

mechanism until a given assessment is va[idated.

The REVISED.DBF is used to develop and temporarily store a revision

to a preliminary assessment. The revision data base contains information

elements from blocks I through 5 of the Air Force Systems Command Form

125, as well as a message in Block 12 stating that it is a revised

report. Adjustments are made in Blocks 14 and 15, and a record is saved

for later transmission to the CPAR-S data base.

After the assessment report and the revisions are reviewed and

vaI i dat ed by t he produot d iv is ion revi ewin off i cial , they are cop ie io

the CPARS data base for permanent storage. The data bases are set up so

that rio changes can be made to an assessment report on-e it is entered

intio the ( R data base. 'Tbis was accomplished by specifying for each

field in the CPARS input, form that no update was allo .,,d. When an

assessment report. is transferred to the (PARS data base for permanent

st orage , the correspondit," re,('rdi iri 1he asse- srmen anid revisi on data

bases are removt 4 and destroyed.

*-ttin Started. The PARS Automated Information System disk should

be copied to a directory named C:\CPARS prior to operation. The system
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can be operated from a floppy disk drive but it, is not recommend'd due to

the slower responsiveness, and the eventual storage problems 'hich wilI

occur. Ehable Version 2.15 should be installed in a directory named

C:\ENABLE. The CPARS automated system is started by typing "CPARS" at

the C:\CPARS prompt. The instructions contained in the (PARS.BAT file

will initialize Enahle and execute a macro which presents the CPARS

Automat.ed Information System (AIS) Main Menu.

1'Iable uses profiles to establish the default settings for

operat ion. Default values can be set for printers, plotters, page

format, sereen format, word processing, etc. The default settings for

the CPARS AIS are included in the profile namcd CPARS. The CPARS profile

iV automatically executed with the start up procedure.

Any of the default values in this file can be changed except for the

default ruler. The ruler options provide an automatic left and right

margin for all documents. 'Te current settings in the CPAS profile have

the default ruler off. 'This sh(;uld remain off to protect, the format of

#-xi, t i,,ro reorts- Nearly v , -y ,utrput, form generated by the svstem is

grearer than 80 characters wide. A default value l -" nan that. will

destroy the format of these reports.

',,o default ,alues ,hich the user may at. to change are tht. printer

heing used a.nd the type of monitor. Current set, tings for these are an

itiriderit it t'ied printer and an FX. A compatible color monitor.

(, trat irig Procedures. Ins ruct ions for siw-essfuil oprat ion of' the

sys t em are I isted at, the hot tom of the (PARS Automated Information System

menu. Pressing [ESCJ -i wi exit the A[S Mfain Menu and enter tkahle.

Pressing [Shit't,/FlIO will cause the system to return to, the UIS Main
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Menu. After selecti,g an appi cation from a menu, and unIless other 'ise

instructed, the user should follow the Enable prompts in the status I ine

at the bottom of thew screen. In most cases the system will automatically

return the user to the menu from hich the option was seleced. For some

applications the user is reqiired to fol low the system prompts to return

to the Enable system menu. The user can then press [SHIFr/FlO] to return

to the CPARS AIS Main Menu.

There are two methods for execut.ing options on any of the system

menus. The first method, using the up and do.i arrow keys, should he

pract iced until fani l iarit.y of the systcm is establ ished. Opt ions are

highil igthted when touched by th, cursor. Many of the opt ions have

itiformation w,'indows -hich further describe the funact ion. 0-.(e

highlighted, options are executed by pressing the [Enter] key. The more

familiar user of the system can execute applications with a single

keystroke by entering the niumber xtich directly proceeds the option on

the m nu.
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